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LETTERS 


Letters may have been 
shortened because of space. 
Some names may have been 
changed 

Confused? 

Anyone who looked to the Revolution¬ 
ary Democratic Group’s Dave Craig for 
advice on how to vote on June 10 must 
be very confused. 

After all, in a Weekly Worker article pub¬ 
lished on the day of the election, he stated 
categorically that “Respect would not get 
our votes” (June 10). Why? Because “it 
has no republican-socialist demands” 
(unlike the Socialist Party, Socialist Alli¬ 
ance, etc - organisations which have pro¬ 
grammatic documents long enough to 
pay lip service to a republic). 

However, two weeks later, what does 
Dave tell us? “I did not therefore call for a 
vote for Respect. But in London I voted 
for George Galloway” ( Weekly Worker 
June 24). No, Dave, you did not. You 
voted for Respect, whose list in the EU 
elections was headed by comrade Gallo¬ 
way. 

How come? Well, George has said in 
the past that “he is in favour of a demo¬ 
cratic republic”. What is more, at “a pub¬ 
lic meeting in Luton” he told RDG 
comrades what they wanted to hear (he 
is very good at doing that) and “confmned 
his republicanism”. 

But wait a minute. Wasn’t Galloway 
at the founding convention of Respect, 
which voted down attempts to include 
republicanism in its declaration? He had 
conveniently left the platform before that 
vote was taken, but he has given no in¬ 
dication that he wanted it in. So, even if 
on June 10 Dave misread his ballot pa¬ 
per and genuinely thought he was vot¬ 
ing for an individual, and not the 
organisation that rejected republicanism, 
surely in practice that individual has ex¬ 
actly the same position as, say, Lindsey 
German, the unity coalition’s candidate 
for London mayor. 

I can guarantee you that comrade Ger¬ 
man and her Socialist Workers Party 
share the same paper commitment to a 
democratic republic - SWP comrades told 
us so at the founding convention. It is just 
that, right now, they do not believe the 
issue has much “purchase” (to use the 
phrase employed by comrades from the 
equally economistic Alliance for Work¬ 
ers’ Liberty whose candidates Dave con¬ 
sidered were worthy of support on June 
10 ). 

So comrade Craig could not put his 
cross next to Lindsey’s name. Instead 
Loma Reid of the Independent Working 
Class Association got his vote for mayor. 
Funny that - search as I might, I couldn’t 
find any reference to a republic in the 
IWCA’s election statement (although it 
does favour making her majesty’s police 
force “answerable” to local communities). 
But perhaps Loma told Dave in private 
what she forgot to let the rest of us know. 

By the way, according to comrade 
Craig, voting for Respect unconditionally 
(what he did in the EU elections) means 
“surrendering... our ability to criticise [the 
SWP’s] lack of principle and their oppor¬ 
tunism. That is a heavy price to pay in 
exchange for nothing more than the hope 
that Respect might discover democracy 
at its October conference” (June 10). 

But what seems to have clinched his 
decision to vote for Respect was the fact 
that, at the “public meeting in Luton”, 
Galloway solemnly declared that Re¬ 
spect's founding declaration was “not set 
in stone” and “would have to be re¬ 
viewed at the next conference” (June 24). 

Confused? Not half as much as Dave 
Craig. 

Peter Manson 

South London 


gains since its foundation and left it domi¬ 
nated by rightist elements such as the 
AWL. A strong SA will be a counterweight 
to the swings of the SWP within Respect. 

Respect is just an electoral alliance so 
far and it should be kept that way: as yet 
there is not enough agreement on the left 
about what kind of party is needed and 
what its programme should be. Hence the 
arguments over Galloway and the work¬ 
er’s wage. I agree with the worker’s wage 
proposal. However, using it as a block 
against working with Galloway would 
have been daft. This is not a problem with 
an electoral platfonn. It would be if Respect 
were a party. 

Finally, you are absolutely right about 
the question of abortion rights. Any 
‘party’ that didn’t have something as 
basic as that in its programme could not 
have the support of socialists. Even the 
Liberals have a better position than Gal¬ 
loway. 

Padraic Finn 

email 

Red Platform 

It now appears quite clear that the only 
organised opposition that the leadership 
of the CPGB is prepared to tolerate is a 
licensed one. 

After a few short weeks, the regular 
column of the Red Platfonn lias been re¬ 
moved from the pages of the Weekly 
Worker, hi Mary Godwin’s report of the 
June 19 aggregate of CPGB members (‘As¬ 
sessing Respect’, June 24), we find an 
explanation. The motion proposed by 
John Bridge, tells us, firstly: “The Provi¬ 
sional Central Committee was correct to 
provide a regular column in the Weekly 
Worker for the Red Platfonn minority in 
our organisation. These comrades de¬ 
clared themselves partisans and disci¬ 
plined CPGB members.” But, reading on, 
we then leam that comrade Bridge disa¬ 
greed with the political approach of the 
Red Platfonn, which he branded, “crudely 
leftist and profoundly mistaken”. 

Well, he would say that, wouldn’t he? 
The Red Platform is an oppositional 
grouping and comrade Bridge is one of 
the CPGB leaders that it is opposing. He 
is hardly likely to share their politics. 

But then we come to the substance of 
the incumbency's dislike for the platfonn 
of the oppositional group. RP is “espe¬ 
cially sectarian” towards the Socialist 
Workers Party creature, Respect! Well, 
here in my opinion is the real reason for 
the disappearance of the RP’s column. 
They were upsetting John Rees, George 
Galloway and other leaders of Respect, 
to which the CPGB majority has decided 
to apply a ‘positive engagement’ (for¬ 
merly, of course, the approach was one 
of critical engagement). Hie CPGB lead¬ 
ership’s unprincipled politics of SWP- 
chasing requires the silencing of the 
expression of any fundamental disagree¬ 
ment therewith, lest retribution be brought 
forth from the courted party. 

The final paragraph of comrade 
Bridge’s successful motion can only be 
honestly described as distilled cynicism: 
“The CPGB will overcome the leftism and 
sectarianism that exists in its ranks through 
patient education and open debate.” 
What open debate? The readers of the 
Weekly Worker are no longer permitted 
to read the views of the Red Platform, 
except where those views meet with edi¬ 
torial approval. 

The regime which the incumbency in 
the CPGB manages to maintain is a gross 
parody of democratic centralist method¬ 
ology. The truth is that the organisation 
remains under the heel of a fundamentally 
Stalinist clique. 

John Pearson 
Stockport 


SADPand 

Respect 

Your decision to rejoin the Socialist Alli¬ 
ance Democracy Platfonn is the right one. 
Not to have done so would have lost the 


Inaccuracies 

There are some puzzling inaccuracies in 
the report of the CPGB aggregate by Mary 
Godwin in last week’s paper (‘Assessing 
Respect’, June 24). 

First of all, Mary states that my motion 


on Respect was presented as an “alter¬ 
native” to file motion put forward by Jack 
Conrad. This is simply undue, as the 
record shows: my motion was presented 
24 hours or so before Jack presented his, 
and it would therefore be more accurate 
to say that his motion was presented as 
an alternative to mine. This is borne out 
by the fact that both myself, and several 
other comrades, voted for both motions. 

Also, the fact is that in the aggregate, 
reflecting this order of submission, my 
motion was presented first. Quite why 
comrade Conrad is cited as presenting his 
motion first is quite puzzling, as it does 
not accurately reflect what went on in the 
meeting. 

Also, Mary states that I had objected 
to the publication of a report by Manny 
Neira about the January 25 Respect 
founding convention, which inaccurately 
claimed that Respect seemed to be devel¬ 
oping a worse internal regime than the 
Socialist Labour Party While I certainly 
criticised this article as being inaccurate 
and in many ways politically untruthful, 
as subsequent exchanges made clear, I 
was not criticising its publication, but 
rather the non-publication of criticism of 
this article. 

In particular, I was complaining that the 
vast bulk of the critique of this article that 
I submitted for publication was not actu¬ 
ally published. All that was published was 
a vastly truncated letter that would have 
been incomprehensible to most readers. 
This is ironic, in that comrade Conrad 
used the aggregate to proclaim that he was 
in favour of publishing a wide range of 
different views on Respect. Unfortu¬ 
nately, on this occasion the CPGB broke 
with that excellent practice for some rea¬ 
son. 

I would not nonnally make public criti¬ 
cisms of this kind, but when inaccurate 
accounts are given in the public press of 
my actions and what I said, I think it is 
right to correct such inaccuracies. 

Ian Donovan 
London 

SaveAslef 

Hie time has now come for all members 
of our great society to restore its demo¬ 
cratically elected general secretary and 
assistant general secretary to their posi¬ 
tions, and demand the resignations of EC 
members Tyson, Donnelly, Moran and 
Usher. 

Since Shaun Brady ordered an investi¬ 
gation into the society’s finances and 
Paul Blagbrough produced his compre¬ 
hensive and damning report, the above 
EC members have conspired to prevent 
you, the members, from learning the truth 
by cancelling the annual assembly of 
delegates, thereby conveniently prevent¬ 
ing scrutiny of our dire financial situation. 
Of course they have a vested interest in 
covering up what was perpetrated by the 
now disgraced Mick Rix. 

When Shaun Brady attempted to have 
all claims for expenses accompanied by 
bona fide receipts, they, the EC members, 
sent out a circular ovenuling his instruc¬ 
tion. Why? They set up the Kelly inquiry 
currently costing £50,000 per month of 
our money. (Kelly works for John Hendy 
QC, Rix’s great friend and political ally). 
They suspend Brady and Blackburn for 
the barbecue incident involving the dis¬ 


gusting Samways (twice debarred from 
office for his abusive, drunken and vio¬ 
lent behaviour). 

Eliminate corruption from our union! 
All members should support branch reso¬ 
lutions demanding the reinstatement of 
the democratically elected Brady and 
Blackburn and the restoration of decency 
and democracy to Aslef. 

Claude Moreira 
email 

Leave Aslef 

Surely Dean Hooper should be question¬ 
ing why socialists would want to be in 
Aslef in the first place, rather than how to 
reclaim it (‘Reclaim the union’, June24). 

Aslef is an elitist and sectarian society 
that often makes deals at the expense of 
other railworkers rather than in solidarity 
with them. They have always had a ‘me 
first’ attitude, which is why they remain 
separate. The tackiness and embarrass¬ 
ment caused by recent incidents should 
cause members to question the whole 
concept of Aslef. 

Socialist and progressive train crew 
need to examine why they are members 
of such an organisation rather than worry 
about its leadership. 

Michael Lynch 

RMT 

Gay rights 

Before I comment on the Palestine Libera¬ 
tion Organisation and homophobia, let me 
begin by recalling the US Socialist Work¬ 
ers Party’s track record on the gay rights 
issue. Back in 1978, the legislature of the 
US state of New Jersey rewrote the state’s 
criminal code. One of the most sweeping 
changes was the lowering of the age of 
sexual consent to 13, which had the back¬ 
ing of the majority of the left. 

The National Oiganization of Women, 
one of the writers of the bill, hailed the 
change as “extending maximum protec¬ 
tion to young people” in their sexual rela¬ 
tionships with their choice of partners. 
Hie change was vehemently opposed by 
police organisations, the religious right, 
reactionary pro-family groups and reac¬ 
tionary trade union leaderships. The 
SWP, anxious to suck up to the trade un¬ 
ion bureaucrats, came down heavily 
against the change, arguing that the bill 
was authored primarily by “adults who 
wish to be unrestricted in their sexual ac¬ 
tivities with children”, prompting the 
Spartacist League to run an article in their 
Workers Vanguard entitled, “SWP: from 
‘Gay is good’ to ‘Save the children’”. The 
state legislature beat a hasty retreat, 
changing the law to provide for an age of 
consent of 16, before the new criminal 
code even had a chance to go into effect. 

On the PLO, there’s this wacky liberal 
theory that oppressed nations of people 
react to oppression by living exemplary 
lives, championing the rights of minori¬ 
ties within their societies. Communists, on 
the other hand, understand that the op¬ 
posite is often true, and that the call for 
the right of a nation to self-deteimination 
is not a moral principle, but rather a politi¬ 
cal tactic. It is advanced in order to bring 
the class question to the forefront, for 
nationalism obscures the class question, 
tending to unite workers with their exploit¬ 
ers. Hie cultural level of a people can be 


no higher than the economic level that 
they have managed to achieve. 

Outrage believes that it can pressure 
the PLO to change its policies on gays, 
but the truth is that the PLO reflects the 
views of the social elements who control 
the wealth, and they aren’t about to al¬ 
ienate them. The PLO does not exist in a 
vacuum, for it serves a class, and that class 
isn’t the working class. 

The only solution to the Israeli/Palestin¬ 
ian question would be a socialist federa¬ 
tion of the Middle East and, should the 
PLO ever manage to establish a Palestin¬ 
ian state, it will be a state of, by and for the 
Palestinian capitalists, and the Palestinian 
working class will soon leam that its fun¬ 
damental enemy is the capitalist system. 

On ‘rights’ of a different kind, David 
Broder writes: “Indeed, the only party 
standing in the European elections with 
any commitment to animal rights is the 
Green Party” (Letters, June 3). 

As a human chauvinist, who believes 
that (most) humans are superior to other 
foims of animal life because they alone 
have the ability to produce, I concede that 
the issue of animal welfare should be on 
the agenda - once the class question has 
been resolved and human beings are no 
longer divided into social classes. With 
the disappearance of the profit system, 
humans can then take up the then non¬ 
diversionary issue of animal welfare. 

Sorry, but human welfare must take the 
front seat. Later for the ‘rights’ of dogs, 
cats, birds, rabbits, monkeys, crickets and 
spiders. 

Michael Little 
Seattle 

Offensive 

In a recent article you used the phrase ‘on 
deaf ears’ (‘Lessons of the Socialist Alli¬ 
ance’, June 24). Hiis is extremely offen¬ 
sive to those of us who are deaf or hard 
of hearing. You wouldn’t use racist or 
sexist language, would you? It was im¬ 
possible for me to read further. Cut it out! 
Victor Golightly 
email 

Eurocommunist 

With all due respect and honesty, 1 am 
afraid that I have to cancel my subscrip¬ 
tion to the Weekly Worker - as it is incom¬ 
patible with my status as a member of the 
Communist Party of Britain. The pro-Eu- 
ropean Union line, with its ideas of a Eu¬ 
ropean Communist Party, contradicts the 
anti- EU line taken by the CPB and the 
Morning Star. 

Perhaps the CPGB should realise that 
the Eurocommunist line cost it several 
members in the 1980s and furthermore 
should realise that the EU is a pro-busi¬ 
ness and imperialistic monolith that was 
instrumental in fomenting and encourag¬ 
ing the dissolution of Europe’s last com¬ 
munist state - namely Yugoslavia. The 
above monolith does not sound too 
friendly to communist ideals, does it? 

I appreciate that the above sentiments 
may seem sectarian, and to show that 
there are no hard feelings - only a differ¬ 
ence of opinion - you may divert the re¬ 
maining money from the subscription 
cheque to the party’s appeal. 

Phillip Brand 
London 


Join the Respect Unity Coalition 


Complete this slip and send it to: 

Respect - The Unity Coalition 
Winchester House 
259-269 Old Marylebone House 
London NW1 5RA 

Include a cheque for a minimum of £10, 
or more if you wish to make a donation, 
payable to Unity Political Fund. 


□ I wish to join the Respect Unity Coalition 

Name_ 

Address_ 


Town/city_ 

Postcode_Phone. 

Email_ 


L 
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ACTION 


Publish everything 



Samways: gone already 


London Communist Forum 

Sunday July 4, 5pm - ‘The gaps in Marx’, using Istvan Meszaros’s The power of 
ideology as a study guide. 

Diorama Arts Centre, 34 Osnaburgh Street, London NW1 (nearest tubes: Re¬ 
gents Park, Great Portland Street). 

Labour Representation Committee 

Founding conference, Saturday July 3, 9am to 4pm, TUC Congress House. 
LRC, PO Box 44178, London SW6 4DX; 020 7736 6297. 

Close down Menwith Hill 

Protest, Sunday July 4,12 noon, main gate, Menwith Hill US military base, near 
Harrogate. 

Organised by Campaign for the Accountability of American Bases. 

RDG 

To contact the Revolutionary Democratic Group, email rdgroup@yahoo.com 

CPGB wills 

Remember the CPGB and keep the struggle going. Put our Party’s name and 
address, together with the amount you wish to leave, in your will. If you need 
further help, do not hesitate to contact us. 


T he long awaited Kelly report into 
AsleTs finances, commissioned by 
the left-dominated executive com¬ 
mittee, has been delivered and subse¬ 
quently leaked to the ‘quality’ press. The 
EC commissioned Mathias Kelly QC to 
look back over the last 10 years as a re¬ 
sponse to claims from the incoming 
Blairite general secretary, Shaun Brady, 
of financial irregularities under his left- 
wing predecessor, Mick Rix. Brady had 
claimed that unauthorised payments 
were made to Rix and his head office 
manager, Debbie Dwight, who just hap¬ 
pens to be Rix’s partner. 

Unsurprisingly, the Kelly inquiry, as 
reported in The Guardian of June 29, 
seems to take a diametrically opposite 
view on just about everything to the 
earlier report commissioned by Brady. 
The suspended general secretary had 
appointed rightwing Labourite and fi¬ 
nancial ‘expert’ Paul Blagbroughto look 
at the charges against Rix, while Kelly, 
by contrast, works for leftwing lawyer 
John Hendy, an ally of Rix. 

Kelly’s report comes down heavily 
against Brady and his supporters, if the 
Guardian extracts are to be believed. 
Kelly states that Brady handled the un¬ 
ion’s staff “aggressively and insensi¬ 
tively”. The report goes on to accuse him 
of having “deliberately engaged in a 
power struggle, which was to the detri¬ 
ment of the union”. 

The document looks into the accusa¬ 
tions of missing money and the sever¬ 
ance payments made to Rix and Dwight. 
This fonned the core of the charges lev¬ 
elled by Brady and formed the basis of 
the Blagbrough report. Kelly finds that 
the severance payments made to Rix and 
Dwight were “properly authorised, legal 
and justified”. 

Accountants engaged by Kelly to 
look into Aslef s books are said to have 
found that the financial deficit during 
Rix’s final year of office - claimed by 
Brady to be £900,000 - was in fact 
£129,000, and over Rix’s five years of 
office there was actually a surplus of 
£969,000! 

Kelly also looked into accusations that 
Rix and his supporters had deliberately 


sabotaged the working of head office 
through a “scorched earth" policy just 
before he left. Kelly engaged computer 
forensic experts who found that two- 


thirds of the 64,000 files alleged to have 
been deleted by Debbie Dwight had ac¬ 
tually been removed after she had left. 
They discovered that an office worker 


loyal to Brady had installed a system to 
bypass passwords and Kelly suggests 
the files were deliberately deleted to 
smear Dwight and, by association, Rix. 

Kelly does criticise the EC and Rix for 
the way expenses are claimed, citing the 
lack of evidence required to support 
them. He proposes that a proper account¬ 
ing procedure, backed up by receipts, be 
put in place - a basic and normal prac¬ 
tice, you would have thought, but when 
Brady attempted to put just such a sys¬ 
tem in place he was overruled by the EC. 

Brady, who is reportedly on holiday 
in Spain, dismissed the Kelly report as 
“rubbish” when contacted by The 
Guardian and BBC. He claimed that he 
had never been fonnally interviewed for 
the enquiry - an allegation flatly denied 
by Kelly, who stated: “I interviewed Mr 
Brady prior to his suspension.” 

The fallout from tire ‘battle of the bar¬ 
becue’ has led to the resignation of the 
leftwing president, Martin Samways. 
Samways was one of those suspended 
after the notorious brawl with Brady. The 
TUC report into that incident concluded 
that Samways’ behaviour was “totally 
unacceptable” and he has now issued a 
personal statement accepting that his 


behaviour had brought the union into 
disrepute. However, he still protests his 
innocence with regards to an alleged 
assault on a member of head office staff. 
Martin is reported to be enjoying him¬ 
self pottering around the marshalling 
yards at Doncaster on a shunt engine 
and spending more time with Iris family. 
It remains to be seen whether he will still 
have to face a disciplinary hearing in front 
of file EC. 

The executive has promised to pub¬ 
lish the Kelly report in full. It will send 
complete copies out to branches and an 
edited version to individual members. 
The EC has also agreed that special dis¬ 
trict council meetings will then be con¬ 
vened to discuss it. Kelly makes over 50 
recommendations as to how Aslef 
should proceed and the full report will 
undoubtedly make interesting reading. 

Everything - Blagbrough, Kelly, the lot 
- must be made available to the members. 
Their interests - which must take prec¬ 
edence over those of the rival bureau¬ 
cratic factions of left and right - demand 
the complete disclosure of all relevant 
facts. There must be an end to all secre¬ 
tive practices and full accountability • 
Dean Hooper 


Nationalism - wrong answer 


L ike Respect, the Scottish Social¬ 
ist Party failed to make a break¬ 
through in the European Union 
elections. In fact its vote, in percentage 
terms, was well down on what was 
achieved in the 2003 Scottish parliamen¬ 
tary elections (5.2%, compared to 7.7% 
in 2003). But some SSP comrades have 
taken consolation from the fact that in 
Scotland the British National Party did 
not pick up the same level of support. 
Perhaps some of the credit for this lies 
with the good campaigning work, based 
on class issues, that the SSP has done 
to combat racism in fire housing estates. 

The key factor which tends to differ¬ 
entiate Scottish politics from elsewhere 
in Britain is nationalism - not, of course, 
of the UK variety (although the United 
Kingdom Independence Party gained 
ground north of the border too). Support 
for Scottish independence has grown 
significantly in the last decade and this 
has been reflected in many areas, not 
least election results. However, this time 
around, the pro-independence parties 
lost out. Much more serious than the 
SSP’s reduced support was the haem¬ 
orrhaging of the Scottish Nationalist 
Party vote. 


In 1999 a third of file electorate in Scot¬ 
land voted SNP, but this was slashed to 
just 19% on June 10. There have been 
many reasons suggested for this col¬ 
lapse: the protest vote going predomi¬ 
nantly to the far right; the fact that the 
elections were supposed to be about 
the EU and file UK’s relations to it; or, as 
writer and broadcaster Lesley Riddoch 
has suggested, the lack of charisma of 
SNP leader John Swinney, who has an¬ 
nounced his resignation following the 
party’s setback. 

Writing in The Guardian, Riddoch 
makes some interesting points with re¬ 
gard to the smaller pro-independence 
parties: “Meanwhile, there are new kids 
on fire indy block - the Scottish Socialist 
Party and the Greens. Independence is 
not the major plank of Tommy Sheridan’s 
fast-growing bunch of outspoken work¬ 
ing-class MSPs, but his party has made 
an impact in the sprawling housing 
schemes of Edinburgh and Glasgow in 
a way the kilted caricature of the SNP 
highlander never could. The nationalists 
fare no better in the leafy suburbs of the 
central belt, where the managing classes 
who’ve always benefited from unionism 
have put any protest votes the way of 


the Greens” (June 26). 

It is certainly true that the SSP has 
promoted nationalism with a working 
class face and the call for an “independ¬ 
ent socialist Scotland” has met with 
some success. But I still think that the 
SSP leadership overestimates the level 
of support in terms of both members and 
votes that its nationalist policy has 
brought the SSP. 

The party has won support from a 
layer of left-leaning individuals, includ¬ 
ing in the trade unions and Labour Party, 
as well as from file SNP. However, while 
the SSP increased its share of the vote 
compared to the 1999 Euro elections, it 
is difficult to see how this would account 
for any more than a small part of the 
SNP’s loss of votes. 

No matter who is to take over from 
Swinney as leader, the left in Scotland 
should be aiming to undermine the 
SNP’s support. Not by putting across 
the same nationalist poison in a more 
“charismatic”, working class kind of 
way, but by tackling head on the divi¬ 
sive ideas of separatism and fighting for 
the organisational unity of workers 
across Britain • 

Sarah McDonald 
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SOCIALIST LABOUR PARTY 


Socialist Alliance 
Democracy Platform 

-http:// 

www.democacyplatform.org.uk 

Rough 

edges 

T his week has seen Respect reach a new low. Following the death of 
Leicester South’s Labour MP, Jim Marshall, Respect has nominated 
Yvonne Ridley to fight the July 15 by-election - despite Pat Kennedy of 
Save Our Special Schools having already been endorsed as a united left can¬ 
didate by a convention of local activists. With an opportunist eye fixed on the 
‘muslim vote’, the relevant press release (June 27) emphasises Ridley’s intent 
to become Britain’s first female muslim MP before moving onto the obligatory 
anti-war and anti-Blair comments. So Respect will be ploughing the muslim 
furrow once again, albeit with the familiar leftwing shopping list of demands. 

With the exception of Scotland, for independent socialists and small groups 
who view Respect as a diversion from and/or an obstacle to the fight for a 
new workers’ party, there is very little by way of an alternative. For example, 
though there is critical distance between Respect and the Socialist Party, the 
latter is content with only making abstract propaganda around the workers’ 
paity slogan rather than providing the necessary lead. In part because of the 
SP’s self-imposed sclerosis, there has been some movement around the So¬ 
cialist Alliance Democracy Platform. 

Its website makes clear at the outset that the SADP has been “established 
to act as a link for SA and other activists fighting for socialist working class 
representation”. It then discusses the SADP’s endorsement of the policies 
contained in the SA’s People before profit manifesto, the inclusive demo¬ 
cratic practices outlined in its constitution and finally briefly notes the circum¬ 
stances under which the platform was formed. For comrades interested in 
learning more, viewers are invited to join the SADP discussion list as well as 
the platform itself. 

Seeing as list applications take a little time to process (applicants are ex¬ 
pected to submit a number of personal details), the navigation box provides 
the quickest introduction. The first interesting link is ‘SADP leaflets and pub¬ 
lications’, which carries a collection of material dating back to last October’s 
founding statement. The statement itself is split into a number of sections. 
The introduction accounts for the SADP’s foimation against the backdrop of 
the SA’s effective liquidation by the Socialist Workers Party, before the state¬ 
ment con'ectly moves onto giving the democratic and political demands of 
People before profit their proper emphasis. 

This discussion leads into the necessity of upholding democratic rights in 
the SA, and its indispensability for the functioning of a future workers’ party. 
It discusses the pragmatic relationship the SA should have with the then- 
unnamed Unity Coalition, as well as “petty bourgeois democrats” generally, 
before ending with a list of positions which the SADP fought for at the SA’s 
March conference. The section also carries a number of other leaflets that 
were handed out on a number of occasions, including the election edition of 
the irregular Unite, the bulletin of the Liverpool-based Campaign for a Mass 
Party of the Working Class. 

The ‘Minutes and discussions within the Democracy Platform’ page at 
present only carries tire minutes from the April 3 meeting, but, seeing that the 
relevant details from the June meeting have been widely circulated on the 
lefty e-list grapevine, it is not too much of a problem that it has yet to appear 
here. The ‘Elections’ page links to www.sademocracy.org.uk - a mini-hub of 
the local campaigns SADP comrades fought under the Democratic Socialist 
Alliance banner. Full results of their performance are available, as is the cam¬ 
paigning literature from Stockport, Sheffield, and Exeter. Sadly what it really 
lacks is an analysis and evaluation of these results. 

The next page carries material about the SA itself, both official minutes of 
meetings and reports by CPGB and Alliance for Workers’ Liberty comrades. 
Again I feel more could be done here, such as the inclusion of a perspectives 
document that further elaborates on SA-specific points of the founding state¬ 
ment. Continuing the unintentional truncated theme, ‘Reports about Respect’ 
offers two old reports by Martin Thomas and Manny Neira. Considering nearly 
every SADP member has been broadcasting their opinions about Respect in 
a variety of ways for the last nine months, I was surprised to see such a limited 
collection. 

It is unsurprising that the website is slightly rough around the edges con¬ 
sidering the disparate politics of the comrades inhabiting the group. Never¬ 
theless the website’s message is clear: the SADP is unambiguously partyist. 
Secondly it has already shown a willingness to turn itself outwards from the 
left by contesting elections, showing it to be a serious project too • 

Phil Hamilton 



Arthur Scaigill 

Five years ago the SWP backed away from fighting the European 
elections because of the Socialist Labour Party. Now the SLP has all 
but vanished. Simon Harvey recounts the sorry tale of how Arthur 
Scargill ran, dominated and unintentionally killed his own creation 


f uper Thursday’ on June 10 
represented the biggest and 
most generalised left of La¬ 
bour electoral challenge that has ever 
occurred in Britain. Together, Respect 
and the Scottish Socialist Party nomi¬ 
nated a Ml slate of candidates for every 
European Union region, while Respect 
also contested every Greater London 
Authority constituency, the all-London 
list and the mayoralty. 

The main component of Respect is, of 
course the Socialist Workers Party, 
whose members provided many of the 
unity coalition’s candidates and also 
constitute a not unimportant factional 
platform in the SSP. Yet exactly five years 
earlier, on June 10 1999, the SWP stood 
nowhere. Having taken its first steps 
towards the Socialist Alliance and a 
united left challenge, it dithered and dith¬ 
ered as the nomination deadline ap¬ 
proached, before finally perfonning a 
cowardly U-tum. “The SA should stand 
no-one,” declared the SWP’s Rob Hove- 
man. 

The reason? Arthur Scargill’s Social¬ 
ist Labour Party. The SLP announced in 
March 1999 that it would contest every 
EU region and in London, where the 
main SA challenge was to be launched, 
Scargill himself would head the list. Ac¬ 
cording to the SWP, the alliance was just 
not “viable” in comparison. 

This was an ill-judged and foolhardy 
retreat, as subsequent events have more 
than demonstrated. The Weekly Worker 
had been showing, issue after issue, 
that Scargill’s SLP was already a spent 
force - a force that needed exposing as a 
block on the development of the work¬ 
ers ’ movement, not something that 
ought to provoke paralysis. Despite 
standing everywhere, the SLP picked up 
less than one percent of the poll overall 
(1.72% in London, its best result). 

The SWP’s reluctance was under¬ 
standable, however. In the mid-1970s it 
had briefly flirted with standing candi¬ 
dates. However, it was, in its own terms, 
thoroughly humiliated. It was even 
bested by the International Marxist 
Group’s candidates such as Tariq Ali 
and Brian Heron. So there was always a 
danger of the SWP returning to type. Eg, 
on the one hand automatically voting 
Labour and on the other warning against 
standing candidates - because that 
would supposedly lead inexorably to 
corruption and engender rightism. 
Hence during the 1997 general election 
campaign, true to form, the SWP loudly 
employed ‘revolutionary’ rhetoric to 
condemn the SLP as “electoralist”, while 
itself meekly following the ‘lesser of two 
evils’ approach in voting for Tony Blair’s 
New Labour. 

Thankfully, though, the SWP learnt 
from the 1999 fiasco and in the follow¬ 
ing year agreed that the Socialist Alliance 
should go ahead with a London-wide 
challenge in the GLA elections. Scargill, 
as he always has, refused to even dis¬ 
cuss an electoral agreement with the 
London Socialist Alliance, let alone the 
standing of joint candidates. The LSA 
pulled in twice as many votes as the SLP 
in the 2000 GLA poll (although the LSA’s 
1.63% for the all-London list was noth¬ 
ing to shout about). 

The fact that the SWP, Britain’s larg¬ 
est left group, now takes elections seri¬ 
ously - ie, it is willing to test its level of 
support in the population - is a step for¬ 
ward. However, given the fact that the 


SWP and all the SA’s principal support¬ 
ing groups bar the CPGB insisted upon 
priority pledges which were economis- 
tic, unambitious and little more than 
wanned over left refonnism, this was a 
case of‘one step forward, one step back’. 
And now with Respect - where tire SWP 
stands on a pinched, left populist mani¬ 
festo which gallantly steers clear of pro¬ 
viding the political answers to Britain’s 
“crisis of representation” and “demo¬ 
cratic deficit” (eg, demands such as a 
federal republic, self-detennination for 
Ireland, Scotland and Wales, providing 
a positive, democratic, alternative to the 
European Union’s proposed constitu¬ 
tion) - perhaps it is even a case of ‘one 
step forward, two steps back’. 

For some left sages - in particular those 
committed body and soul to ‘reclaiming’ 
the Labour Party - all of this brings a 
certain grim satisfaction. Trying to build 
an alternative to the Labour Party is 
doomed to disappointment - although 
one could, of course, reverse the argu¬ 
ment and make the observation that 
socialists in the Labour Party are doomed 
to disappointment too. After all they 
have been trying to ‘reclaim’ it ever since 
its foundation in 1900 - and without 
much notable success. 

Communists, however, do not coun¬ 
terpose work within the Labour Party to 
work outside it, or backing certain La¬ 
bour candidates to supporting our own 
revolutionary candidates. For us the key 
historic question facing Britain is the 
necessity of organising the advanced 
part of the working class in a revolution¬ 
ary party - its scientific name being a 
Communist Party. 

That explains why at various times 
some of our people work in the Labour 
Party and others work in projects such 
as Respect - and before that the SA, and 
before that the SLP. And the fact of the 
matter is that there was something re¬ 
markably healthy about the groundswell 
of support in the early days of the SLP. 
Scargill’s personality and reputation, 
then largely untarnished among a large 
swathe of the left and working class mili¬ 
tants, was enough to generate real en¬ 
thusiasm. Along with Militant Labour - 
precursor of the Socialist Party in Eng¬ 
land and Wales - we in the CPGB organ¬ 
ised a series of successful public 
meetings in early 1996 putting the case 
for a Socialist Labour Party. Certainly, 
once Scargill himself went public, he regu¬ 
larly attracted audiences of400 to 500 up 
and down the country. 

Scargill, however, operated in a thor¬ 
oughly bureaucratic fashion and would 
brook no opposition. In short he wanted 
to be a labour dictator. The president of 
the National Union of Mineworkers 
might have won wide admiration among 
class-conscious workers for his un¬ 
bending determination to lead the min¬ 
ers to victory in the Great Strike of 
1984-85, but as a man he is deeply flawed. 

Raised in the school of ‘official’ com¬ 
munism, he opposes the demand for a 
workers’ representative on a skilled 
worker’s wage and the free movement 
of people, crudely equates socialism 
with nationalisation and has a barely 
concealed fondness for the certainties 
of the StalMst empire. He is one of the 
deniers of Stalin’s holocaust. Unwilling 
to undertake the serious study neces¬ 
sary to master theory, he resorts to cheap 
mockery of the real historic movement 
of the world’s working class - “What 


does it matter what Trotsky said to Lenin 
on a wet Wednesday in 1917?” Wedded 
to the NUM and a Talmudic expert on 
interpreting its rule book, he used this 
knowledge to concoct a bureaucratic 
straitjacket of a constitution for the SLP, 
while feeling completely free to ignore 
its clauses and sub-clauses when it suits 
his purposes. And, having been spied 
upon and plotted against by the secret 
state, tire media and a whole series of em¬ 
bittered enemies in the labour move¬ 
ment, he turns this real experience into 
a paranoia of all-consuming proportions. 
Anyone who opposes Scargill is an en¬ 
emy of the working class and socialism. 

Scargill had been a loyal Labour Party 
member. After leaving tire Young Com¬ 
munist League in the mid-1950s - hav¬ 
ing served on the national executive - he 
combined Labourism with NUMism. 
That seemed both more practical and 
more likely to take him up tire bureaucratic 
ladder. He successfully became presi¬ 
dent of Yorkshire NUM and in 1972 was 
the leading figure in the miners’ national 
strike which shook the British establish¬ 
ment to its foundations. Scargill’s name 
is indelibly linked to the massed picket 
which closed Saltley Gates in Birming¬ 
ham and won the strike. In that heady 
atmosphere revolution suddenly ap¬ 
peared within reach. Significantly in the 
mid-1970s New Left Review earned a re¬ 
vealing interview with Scargill. He pic¬ 
tured himself as a kind of industrial 
version of Fidel Castro: he would bring 
socialism to the cities of Britain from the 
coalfields with flying pickets and solidar¬ 
ity strikes. 

It was only in October 1995, when 
Tony Blair effortlessly saw off attempts 
to reinstate the party’s ‘socialist’ clause 
four, that Scargill finally gave up on La¬ 
bour. The following month, he quietly 
issued his Future strategy for the left , a 
scrappily produced document, in which 
he called for a new party. A series of 
secret meetings were held in the winter 
of 1995-96, involving specially invited 
individuals. Apart from Scargill himself, 
the main role in these exchanges was 
played by tire Fourth International Sup¬ 
porters Caucus (Fisc), led by Patrick 
Sikorski, Carolyn Sikorski and Brian 
Heron. This shadowy grouping origi¬ 
nated as a faction of the IMG in tire early 
1970s. Their big idea was to serve - and 
hopefully lead by the nose - reformist 
class struggle leaders. The only funda¬ 
mental difference between Fisc and its 
Socialist Action doppelganger was a 
division of labour: while the fonner de¬ 
voted itself to Scargill, the latter followed 
Ken Livingstone (Redmond O’Neill and 
John Ross have, of course, just been 
rewarded for their years of toadying with 
£111,000 salaries). 

One of the participants at the early 
meetings was Tommy Sheridan of Scot¬ 
tish Militant Labour - Scargill made it 
clear to him that existing left groups were 
not wanted. In this he was aided and 
abetted by his unpaid Fisc courtiers, 
who regarded Scargill, the militant leader, 
as someone who would appeal to the 
mass of workers over the heads of the 
revolutionary left to join his “party of 
recomposition”. The left groups would 
act as a barrier to this necessary proc¬ 
ess, according to the Fiscites. So no 
Militant Labour, no SWP and no CPGB. 

That was how that monstrosity of an 
SLP constitution - shameMly drawn up 
by leftwing barrister Mike Mansfield - 
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Arthur Scargill and Patrick Sikorski at the December 1997 SLP congress: essential reading 


came into being. Members and “sup¬ 
porters” of other political organisations 
were barred. The response from Peter 
Taatfe and Militant Labour was to set up 
first ‘socialist forums’ and then their own 
local Socialist Alliances alongside those 
that had already been established. 

If the left groups wanted to be part of 
Scargill's new organisation, they would 
have to disband, close down their pub¬ 
lications and apply for membership as 
individuals. Not that Scargill would have 
permitted the likes of Militant Labour 
(which any in case preferred to revamp 
itself as the Socialist Party in England 
and Wales) to have done this anyway. 
He was to be king and everyone else 
mere serfs. 

On January 13 1996 the formation of 
the Socialist Labour Party, to be officially 
launched on May 4, was announced - 
together with its fait accompli, exclusivist 
constitution. It was necessary to declare 
the party in existence before its launch 
in order to contest the by-election in 
Hemsworth, Yorkshire on February 1 
(the SLP candidate, Brenda Nixon, polled 
5.4%, saving her deposit). 

Apart from the way in which the SLP 
was fonned, the timing was also prob¬ 
lematic. In a sense it was both too late 
and too early. Too late, because the min¬ 
ers’ strike of 1984-85 and the miners’ 
mass protests of 1992 had thrown up the 
raw material in the shape of thousands 
of workers - and not only miners - radi¬ 
calised by the clash of NUM and Tory 
government. After the collapse of the 
Soviet Union, and Michael Heseltine’s 
final decimation of the pits, the global 
period of reaction saw working class 
combativity plummet. Too early, be¬ 
cause, overwhelmingly, workers were 
looking to Blair’s New Labour to rid them 
of the hated and discredited Tories. 
There simply was no space in 1996 for 
the mass working class party that might 
have been possible earlier. 

Nevertheless, we positively engaged 
with the SLP. Here was a small, but sig¬ 
nificant section of working class mili¬ 
tants that was actively breaking with, or 
looking for an alternative to. Labour. We 
argued that it was the duty of commu¬ 
nists to intervene, and publicised our 
own active intervention in our press. It 
was necessary to “seize the moment the 
NUM leader has opened up to forge the 
party the working class needs - with or 
without Scargill” ( Weekly Worker Janu¬ 
ary 18 1996). 

Scargill held a series of well attended 
nationwide rallies, culminating in the 
launch itself, which saw around 400 


members gathered in Camden town hall, 
London. Amongst those who had 
signed up were Bob Crow, Bobby Law, 
Mick Rix, Joe Marino, Frank Cave, John 
Hendy and Victoria Brittain. However, 
from the very beginning, exclusions were 
the order of the day. Comrades sus¬ 
pected of being CPGB members or sup¬ 
porters (however this was defined) were 
barred or hunted down. 

Subsequently anyone deemed to fall 
into the ‘member or supporter’ category 
had their SLP membership declared null 
and void. There was no right of appeal 
against this expulsion, since the com¬ 
rades concerned were declared never to 
have been a member in the first place. At 
first Scargill would insist on returning all 
subscriptions paid, but, as time went on 
and this became rather more costly, he 
contented himself with repaying just the 
previous month’s sub - all previous pay¬ 
ments made by the ‘voided’ member were 
‘sequestered’. 

The effect of this anti-communist 
witch-hunt was to exclude the very force 
capable of influencing the SLP in the 
direction of a genuine, open and demo¬ 
cratic party of the working class. In these 
early days, when most member's actually 
believed (or wanted to believe) that Scar¬ 
gill might actually lead them somewhere 
worthwhile, opposition to the witch¬ 
hunt was grudging, meagre or, more of¬ 
ten, non-existent. 

Indeed many who should have 
known better either turned a blind eye 
to what was going on or in a few cases 
actively participated in fingering sus¬ 
pected communists. Those who came 
together to form the SLP Democratic Plat¬ 
form, were widely regarded as nothing 
but troublemakers who deserved every¬ 
thing they got. 

In the general election of 1997 the SLP 
stood 64 candidates (including one that 
Scargill declared ‘voided’ in the middle 
of the campaign! ). Despite the witch¬ 
hunt, there was by and large consider¬ 
able enthusiasm, including from the 
internal opposition, for tins electoral in¬ 
tervention, at a time when most of the 
non-SLP left were working for a Tony 
Blair victory - the SWP, Alliance for 
Workers’ Liberty, Workers Power, Inter¬ 
national Socialist Group, etc all thought 
a win for New Labour would foresee a 
“crisis of expectations” or a 
“fructification of hope”. Instead there 
was further demoralisation. 

However, a good proportion of the 
2,000-plus SLP membership had been 
active in the campaign and the results 
(just under two percent where the SLP 


stood) were generally held to be reason¬ 
able in view of tire anti-Tory Labour land- 
slide. 1997 was the only election 
campaign the SLP contested that re¬ 
sulted in a net increase in membership. 
Branches were still relatively lively and 
autonomous - often beyond the reach 
of the deadening bureaucratic hand of 
Scargill and his Fisc minions. 

The real sea change came at tire SLP’s 
second congress in December 1997. 
That was the occasion when the notori¬ 
ous block vote of the so-called ‘affiliated 
trade union’, the North West, Cheshire 
and Cumbria Miners Association, was 
inadvertently revealed. This phantom 
organisation of retired miners, run by 
Scargill acolyte Billy Kelly, was able to 
cast no fewer than 3,000 votes on behalf 
of its ‘members’, swamping those of the 
SLP’s individual members. 

The existence of tins block vote only 
came to light during voting on a particu¬ 
larly contentious motion calling for the 
abolition of the party’s black section - 
favoured by Fisc and a section of the 
politically correct and liberal member¬ 
ship. Scargill was, it seems, increasingly 
unhappy with the Fiscites. They had 
grown too big for their boots. They were 
to be taught a lesson. 

The motion to abolish their precious 
black section was moved by Harpal Brar. 
He could not have been better chosen - 
as an instrument to torture and humble 
Fisc. Though on a personal level Brar is 
a charming man, he leads an ultra-Stalin- 
ite grouplet - variously calling itself the 
Communist Workers Association or 
Association of Communist Workers. He 
is also prominent in the Stalin Society 
(yes, it really does exist) and devotes 
most of his talents to writing and pub¬ 
lishing Lalkar, an obscure journal which 
lavishly sings the praises of Joseph Sta¬ 
lin, Kim II Sung and (at that time) a cer¬ 
tain Arthur Scargill. The Brarites detested 
the Fiscites and vice versa. 

Scargill had instructed Kelly to sup¬ 
port Brar’s motion, winch, of course guar¬ 
anteed its victory. Nevertheless he did 
not reckon on the actions of a couple of 
tellers, who were shocked and dismayed 
to discover that a single individual was 
wielding 3,000 votes. These comrades 
‘mislaid’ the NWCCMA’s voting slip, 
and the motion was duly declared de¬ 
feated. Comrade Kelly rose to his feet, 
demanding to know why all those votes 
he had cast had not been counted. 

Pandemonium broke loose when peo¬ 
ple realised what was going on. But the 
upshot was the vote was retaken and a 
clear defeat was suddenly transformed 


into an overwhelming victory. Many 
walked out and resigned on the spot and, 
as for Fisc, it was thrown into total cri¬ 
sis. They had been betrayed by their 
chosen god whom they had doggedly 
served for year after year. 

In hindsight this congress - held just 
19 months after the SLP’s foundation - 
marked the beginning of end for tire SLP 
project. Clearly a party which relied on 
vote-rigging to ensure the leader’s con¬ 
trol could not be a vehicle for working 
class emancipation ... or for that matter 
anything serious. Membership haemor¬ 
rhaged and relations between Scargill 
and Fisc went from bad to worse. 

Owing to a monumental cock-up the 
1998 annual congress was not held. Tire 
officers simply forgot to send out the 
relevant notices in time and so a special 
congress was convened for the purpose 
of electing a new leadership. From 
Scargill’s point of view this was essen¬ 
tial, since he had now decided to oust 
the Fiscites, who up to then had still 
been acting as his chief lieutenants. Sikor¬ 
ski and co had put forward proposals 
aimed at clipping Scargill’s wings and, 
what is more, as the annual congress had 
been cancelled, they had been circulat¬ 
ing a document demanding the conven¬ 
ing of a ‘special conference’ to detennine 
the party’s future direction. 

Scargill was furious. He saw to it that 
virtually all the Fiscites were voted out 
at the November 1998 special congress. 
The only problem was, in removing 
Sikorski as vice-president, it was neces¬ 
sary to elect his only opponent, a cer¬ 
tain Royston Bull, who edited, and 
presumably still does, the wondrously 
misnamed Economic and Philosophic 
Science Review. The EPSR is a ranting, 
homophobic (yes, homophobic) type¬ 
written and photocopied cut-and-paste 
rag, ran by perhaps the most politically 
deranged remnant of the unlamented 
Workers Revolutionary Party. Anyway 
Sikorski had to go and therefore Roy Bull 
became vice-president. 

No problem. Scargill simply told Bull 
to close down his journal (up to then it 
had been tolerated, since the EPSR gang 
at that time were full-blown Scargill syco¬ 
phants, hoping to replace Fisc as the 
Great Leader’s favoured courtiers). But 
Bull refused to comply. He was really 
sincere about his ravings and fully com¬ 
mitted to them. Soon a two-pronged dis¬ 
ciplinary assault was underway - against 
both of Scargill’s former loyal yes-men, 
Fisc and the EPSR. 

Bull was suspended within months of 
being elected and by the early 1999 was 


no longer a member. His followers had 
all resigned or were driven out by the end 
of the year. As for Fisc, Brian Heron and 
three close supporters were accused of 
circulating an unauthorised document 
(the appeal for a special conference) 
within the party- According to Scargill, 
“No-one is allowed to circulate any ap¬ 
peal, document or letter” within the SLP 
without authorisation. 

The Fiscites complained bitterly at 
this gross infringement of elementary 
democracy, but Scargill was able to show 
that they had previously endorsed ex¬ 
actly the same phrase when it was used 
against supporters of the Democracy 
Platform! Hoist by their own petard. 

By now membership had dropped to 
a few hundred dispirited individuals. The 
only half-active members were the ultra- 
Stalinites and Harpal Brar. With the de¬ 
parture of both Fisc and the EPSR, the 
Brarites controlled London and York¬ 
shire, as well as the tiny women’s and 
youth sections. 

However, apart from a few pockets, 
there was no real branch or regional struc¬ 
ture. In this context the standing of no less 
than 114 candidates in the 2001 general 
election represented a mammoth organi¬ 
sational task. Scargill was determined to 
poll more votes than tire Socialist Alliance, 
which contested 98 seats. 

He made an all-out effort to persuade 
isolated individuals all over the country 
to allow their names to go forward as pa¬ 
per candidates. Almost everything - nomi¬ 
nations, election addresses, Royal Mail 
delivery - was organised centrally. Where 
he got file money from was a mystery. 

Unfortunately for Scargill, however, 
although the SLP had 16 more candi¬ 
dates than the SA, it picked up a few 
hundred votes less. Incredibly, Scargill 
simply falsified Socialist Labour’s results 
to ‘prove’ that the reverse was the case. 
Even though the correct figures were set 
out for him - not least by myself in the 
pages of the Weekly Worker - he contin¬ 
ued to turn reality on its head. He had 
been reduced to a sad, fantasising indi¬ 
vidual. 

For a while, it seemed that the Scargill- 
Brar alliance would prove more durable 
than the arrangements with Fisc and the 
EPSR, but sharp divisions came to the 
fore in the aftennath of September 112001. 
Scargill condemned the al Qa’eda attack 
on the twin towers and Pentagon (he ac¬ 
tually believed the US administration had 
organised the suicide bombings itself, so 
as to be able to justify its ‘war on terror’). 
But Brar and co (whose lunacy is of a dif¬ 
ferent variety) welcomed the attack as a 
great blow against imperialism by the 
world’s oppressed. 

At the 2002 congress, the ultra-Stalin- 
ites had a slender majority among the 100 
or so members present, but the 
NWCCMA block vote ensured that 
Scargill retained his majority on the NEC. 
However, a state of affairs where whole 
areas of the SLP were not under Scargill’s 
direct control was not something he 
would tolerate indefinitely. He adopted 
bureaucratic measures to take back the 
women’s and youth sections and, when 
the Brarites resisted, the Great Leader 
finally acted. Brar and co were expelled 
on May 8 2004. 

On June 10 the SLP failed to contest a 
single constituency in either the EU or 
GLA elections. Only a handful of local 
branches stood autonomously in coun¬ 
cil elections. The SEP website has not 
been updated since early May. The bi¬ 
monthly Socialist News is now several 
weeks overdue. 

It may be that the SLP will limp on for 
as long as Scargill is alive. But one tiling 
is certain: the serious political force that 
so many hoped would come into exist¬ 
ence when the NUM leader announced 
the birth of his Socialist Labour Party in 
1996 is no longer even a fantasy • 





6 


weekly. , 5 ? 

July 1 2004 535 worker 


RESPECT _ 

Assessing the new and 
burying the past 



John Rees: build on results 

T he government has announced the 
shortest possible campaigning 
period for the by-elections in 
Leicester South and Birmingham Hodge 
Hill. Hiey will take place on July 15. Stung 
by its drubbing in the European elec¬ 
tions, New Labour wants these battles 
over and done with. In both seats they 
face a repeat of the upset they encoun¬ 
tered in last year’s Brent East by-election, 
where the Liberal Democrats took the 
previously safe seat with a 28% swing. 

Respect has announced it will contest 
both constituencies, building on impres¬ 
sive results in the inner cities of Birming¬ 
ham and Leicester. In Leicester, Respect 
got 9% in the European elections and 
claims 20% in the area constituting 
Leicester South. Socialists and commu¬ 
nists should campaign for Respect and 
- for all the failings and weaknesses of 
the candidates - fight for the largest pos¬ 
sible vote for Yvonne Ridley in Leices¬ 
ter South and John Rees in Hodge Hill. 
At the Socialist Alliance executive meet¬ 
ing on June 26, the eight members 
present unanimously endorsed a motion 
from the CPGB calling on Socialist Alli¬ 
ance members to back Respect in the by- 
elections. 

The leadership of Respect, however, 
seems to have leamt little from the Euro¬ 
pean Union elections, focusing almost 
exclusively on what were some undoubt¬ 
edly good pockets. The question of 
whether it remains part of the solution 
or becomes a barrier is an open one and 
could be decided one way or the other 
at the next Respect conference, to be held 
at the end of October or beginning of 
November. The Respect executive, 
which meets on July 17, will fix the date. 
Wonying for the future democracy of 


the organisation is the manner in which 
George Galloway has announced his 
prospective candidacy for Bethnal 
Green and Bow in the general election. 
It seems the diary page of the Evening 
Standard is the preferred forum. Given 
Respect’s excellent result in City and 
East in the Greater London Assembly 
election, it makes sense to stand there in 
the general election. However, I know of 
no branch meeting called to endorse 
comrade Galloway as the candidate. 
There has been no circular to members 
and there is not even any mention of his 
candidacy on the Respect website. This 
top-down approach which eschews 
democratic involvement will, if it contin¬ 
ues, kill tire project. 

Galloway will not contest in Glasgow 
again. His seat of Glasgow Kelvin is 
being abolished in the redrawing of 
boundaries and he has decided not to 
challenge Mohammed Sarwar as the 
Labour candidate for Glasgow Central. 
Quoted in Glasgow’s Evening Times, 
comrade Galloway said: “I was faced 
with the dilemma that, having worked 
hard to make him tire first muslim MP, by 
standing against him in the next election 
I would become the person asking peo¬ 
ple to throw him out.” 

At the Socialist Alliance executive, 
Alan Thomett claimed that Respect was 
now hegemonic on the left. This is 
highly doubtful. Yes, it is the main site of 
struggle for a partyist project, but it has 
not even been able to carry with it most 
of the non-SWP SA membership. 

What is more, Respect was fonned 
with the explicit piupose of getting peo¬ 
ple elected to the European parliament 
and the Greater London Assembly. On 
that account, it failed. Playing down so¬ 


cialism and ditching republicanism, open 
borders and working class representa¬ 
tives on a worker’s wages were all justi¬ 
fied on the basis that this time we would 
“make a difference” and get people 
elected. 

At the founding convention of Re¬ 
spect on January 25, John Rees, leading 
member of the Socialist Workers Party, 
said: “We fought for tire declaration and 
voted against the things we believed in, 
because, while the people here are im¬ 
portant, they are not as important as the 
millions out there. We are reaching to tire 
people locked out of politics. We voted 
for what they want.” But, unfortunately 
for comrade Rees, they did not vote for 
Respect in then millions ... not even one 
million of them. 

At least he did not blame tire Socialist 
Alliance left for this failure. At the spe¬ 
cial S A conference on March 13 Iris SWP 
comrade, Chris Bambery, said: “If we fail 
to win we will say, who stood other can¬ 
didates? Who didn’t pitch in? Anyone 
who is giving us ‘conditional’ support - 
if we lose, you are the people to blame.” 
Given that Respect failed to win a seat, 1 
am glad he is not coming out with this 
idiotic finger-pointing now. 

Yet the results in some areas were im¬ 
pressive. John Rees says: “The 250,000 
votes for Respect add up to just short 
of two percent across the country. But it 
is not evenly distributed and when you 
look at the concentrations of the Respect 
vote it reveals some very impressive 
bases from which we can build.” (Social¬ 
ist Worker June 26) But build on what 
basis? 

Respect rests on an unsustainable, 
totally opportunist and populist basis. 
If it is to provide a political voice for the 
working class, its declaration must be 
considerably strengthened: indeed we 
require a full-blown programme. The 
coming conference will be a watershed. 
George Galloway has said that the 
founding declaration was just a starting 
point, while Nick Wrack, Respect’s na¬ 
tional chair, has said that, come the con¬ 
ference, he would back the adoption of 
principled positions such as open bor¬ 
ders, republicanism and a worker’s wage. 

However, the signs are not good. In 
his Socialist Worker article John Rees 
says that Respect needs “local newspa¬ 
pers, bulletins and free sheets distributed 
door to door. We need film shows in 
community centres and cafes. Fundrais¬ 
ing meals, picnics and barbecues are 
great ways of inviting whole communi¬ 
ties into Respect. Cultural/political 
events are far more attractive than ‘regu¬ 
lar branch meetings’ so beloved of the 
old left and trade unionists.” 

This deeply patronising and philistine 
approach is worrying. Although at the 
SA executive comrade Rees seemed to 
contradict himself (“We would be mad 
not to have branch meetings”), the di¬ 
rection is clear: the “old left” likes struc¬ 
tures, votes, accountability, meetings, 
but success is to be found through a 
further demotion of politics. 

Of course, community involvement is 
essential. Lindsey Gennan points to the 
social activities of the CPGB in the 1950s 
and the role played by Turkish groups 
such as Day-Mer. But unless you are a 
mass party or an isolated migrant com¬ 
munity relying on mutual aid for hous¬ 
ing, welfare and residency advice, you 
will not have the glue to hold such an 
approach together. To attempt to organ¬ 
ise socially without establishing a film 
political framework is to put the cart be¬ 
fore the horse. 


Such a dilemma points to the partial 
concretisation of the party question 
within Respect. To deepen, broaden and 
politicise the organisation of Respect 
through branches, district meetings and 
a national newspaper would immediately 
challenge the role of the SWP as the 
dominant sect. The SWP refused to go 
in this direction with the Socialist Alli¬ 
ance and now it is encountering the same 
partyist logic in Respect. It tries to re¬ 
solve the contradiction by a side-step 
into ‘the community’. 

Throughout the European election 
campaign, Respect suffered from at times 
embarrassing hyperbole. From George 
Galloway’s ‘ ‘million pounds and a million 
votes” prediction on January 25, through 
to internal SWP emails just days before 
the poll that there would be people 
elected, the hubris at the top of the coa¬ 
lition must have caused widespread 
demoralisation (although of course SWP 
old-timers are used to such wild remarks). 

For example, the Respect website on 
June 4 declared: “Labour and the Lib 
Dems are seriously worried by the dra¬ 
matic inroads we are making into their 
vote.” In response to attacks by Nick 
Cohen and David Aaronovitch, George 
Galloway said: “Ignore them - take 
strength from it, because on June 10 we 
will send a massive shockwave through 
the political system.” 

Then there is tire question of member¬ 
ship. After a no-holds-barred election 
campaign across the length and breadth 
of England and Wales, Respect has 3,209 
members; just over 1,000 greater than the 
Socialist Alliance at its height. We are 
told there are around 8,000 on the Respect 
database. Not bad for a small organisa¬ 
tion, but if Respect is posing as the po¬ 
litical manifestation of the anti-war 
movement, where are the millions? 

Of course Respect did better than the 
Socialist Alliance in the GLA elections. 
But there is a difference: February 15 
2003; two million people on tire streets; 
Blair trapped in an unpopular war. Re¬ 
spect has tapped into this discontent, 
but it has in no way achieved represen¬ 
tation of the anti-imperialist and anti-war 
sentiment throughout Britain. If the 
SWP had taken a mature approach to tire 
Socialist Alliance, it could have started 
to build similar bases in working class 
inner-city communities. 

John Rees’s flatly denies that Respect 
gained from any kind of muslim cominu- 
nalist vote. He rightly notes that mus- 
lims voted for Respect in equal numbers, 
whether our candidate was a “white 
socialist, an Asian trade unionist, a Jew¬ 
ish radical, an Afro-Caribbean cam¬ 
paigner or a white or Asian muslim.” 

Muslims are politically divided and 
most voted either Labour or Liberal 
Democrat on June 10. And yet the fact 
of the matter is that Respect does han¬ 
ker after appealing to muslims to vote as 
muslims. This was clearly tire case in tire 
pitch for George Galloway. He is teeto¬ 
tal, he is married to a Palestinian, he be¬ 
lieves in god, is opposed to abortion. It 
seems also to be the case in Leicester 
South. 

Unless Respect can develop strate¬ 
gies to build roots amongst the whole 
working class, it cannot develop. And 
to do that, it needs an explicitly revolu¬ 
tionary programme. 

SA death 

There were only eight of us at the SA 
executive: John Rees, Rob Hoveman, 
Alan Thomett, Nick Wrack, Sue Wild, 
Heather Cox, Will McMahon and yours 


truly. The clear intent is to wind the So¬ 
cialist Alliance up as a political entity at 
the annual conference, called for Decem¬ 
ber 4. In discussion about whether to 
hold a constitutionally necessary na¬ 
tional council (they are meant to be quar¬ 
terly), Nick Wrack, SA and Respect chair, 
said that a democratic NC would not be 
viable. Most branches are dead and do 
not meet, so the council would not be 
representative. 

So there will be no NC. The Septem¬ 
ber executive meeting will instead invite 
elected observers from any branches 
that are still functioning. This in effect 
recognises the end of the Socialist Alli¬ 
ance. Similarly, the short discussion on 
finance concentrated on winding down 
the organisation and paying off remain¬ 
ing debts. 

John Rees gave the report on Respect. 
He claimed an “enormous success” with 
a quarter of a million votes and £500,000 
raised. He pointed to the obvious un¬ 
evenness, but claimed the coalition “de¬ 
monstrably encompasses broader social 
forces”. He pointed to the disaffiliation 
of the Fire Brigades Union from Labour 
as the beginning of the future for Re¬ 
spect and the need to engage in the trade 
unions as crucial. 

Comrade Alan Thomett of the Inter¬ 
national Socialist Group called for “ac¬ 
tive organisation” and functioning 
branches - perhaps the price he is de¬ 
manding for his uncritical support for the 
SWP leadership’s every opportunist 
turn. He pointed to the role of unnamed 
“scurrilous websites”, which provided 
ammunition to the Nick Cohens and 
David Aaronovitchs of this world. Of 
cotu'se, it was George Galloway himself, 
not the Weekly Worker, who first opened 
up on abortion, one of the more contro¬ 
versial issues to emerge from the Respect 
campaign. Quite rightly we criticised his 
reactionary position - one that could only 
discredit the coalition. Comrade Thomett 
thought the issue would go away if he 
maintained a diplomatic silence. 

Nick Wrack said that Lindsey Gennan 
was only 6,126 votes short of winning a 
GLA seat; while George Galloway was 
26,000 shy of becoming an MEP. Yet he 
warned that the general election may not 
be as rich a vein for Respect, as people 
may vote “for Liberal Democrats against 
Labour”. I was surprised that he should 
consider this to be a more likely trend 
than people staying with Labour to pre¬ 
vent the Tories making headway. Yet 
another indication of the absence of any 
class compass at the top of Respect. 

A report was taken on the dispute in 
North Birmingham Socialist Alliance. 
The executive backed Will McMahon’s 
actions in keeping NBSA funds in trust 
after a dispute over their proposed use. 
ISG member Stuart Richardson, the 
NSBA treasurer, had refused to pay out 
80% of the branch fluids to Steve God- 
ward’s election campaign for the Binning- 
ham city council, as agreed by an NBSA 
meeting. 

There will be a recall meeting of the 
NBSA to finally decide on distribution 
of the funds. Mine was the only dissent¬ 
ing voice. I argued that comrade Rich¬ 
ardson should not have worried and just 
carried out the democratic decision to 
give 80% to comrade Godward’s cam¬ 
paign, 10% to Respect and keep 10% in 
hand. 

Finally, the executive fixed deadlines 
for the December 4 annual conference - 
October 22 for motions and November 
19 for amendments • 

Marcus Strom 
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Blaming the membership 

Last weekend’s national committee of the Socialist Workers Party was a pretty unhappy affair. The printshop is 
being sold off and the promised breakthrough on June 10 failed to happen. How did the leadership explain these 
results? Paul Fellows reports 


S peaker after speaker at the first 
session of the June 27 national 
committee took the opportunity 
to express their frustration and disap¬ 
pointment with the election results. 
Why hadn’t the promised breakthrough 
materialised? Many thought that, while 
there were some pockets of good results, 
the votes overall were poor. 

Comrade Lindsey German responded 



Chris Bambery: sell now 


in the time-honoured manner of the ma¬ 
chine bureaucrat under pressure. She 
blamed the members. Areas like Man¬ 
chester were attacked; she damned one 
of that city’s branches as “rotten” and - 
a bizarre idea - infiltrated by Workers 
Power and members of the local Social 
Forum. She was “unsure” whether com¬ 
rades around the country had worked 
as hard as those in London and some 


members had put too much into other 
SWP fields of work such as Unite 
Against Fascism, thus diverting time 
and energy from the main campaign and 
effectively canvassing for parties which 
were rivals for votes. More or less eve¬ 
ryone came in for criticism, in other words 
- apart, of course, from a leadership that 
took the organisation into an electoral 
initiative on an unprincipled left popu¬ 
list basis and raised grossly inflated ex¬ 
pectations about its potential for 
success. 

John Rees had opened the session on 
Respect with a short report that was 
characteristically upbeat, although he 
did express some concern that Respect 
might be viewed as an organisation 
whose appeal was being too narrowly 
directed at muslim voters ( a dig at George 
Galloway's crude overtures to a section 
of that electorate over tire abortion ques¬ 
tion, perhaps?) 

After listening to the criticism, how¬ 
ever, comrade Rees joined in the blame 
game. In Iris reply to the debate he noted 
that “the framework of a revolutionary 
party” is provided by objective factors. 
Since there was nothing in this frame¬ 
work that dictated that Respect could 
not have made a breakthrough, subjec¬ 
tive factors must have been to blame for 
the poor results in places like Bristol and 
Manchester, fie attacked those in the 
SWP he believed had effectively sabo¬ 
taged Respect, specifically citing people 
such as Birmingham’s former district or¬ 
ganiser, who was labelled “liquidationist 
and sectarian”. 

Comrades Rees ended his comments 
with the usual call for maximum effort for 
the next campaign - the forthcoming by- 
elections that Respect is contesting - but 


many were left feeling very dissatisfied. 
After all, the Respect initiative had been 
sold as the once in a generation chance. 
As he said at Respect’s founding con¬ 
vention of January 24, dumping basic 
socialist principle and voting “against 
the things we believe in” was necessary 
in order to “reach out to the people 
locked out of politics” and “make a dif¬ 
ference”: ie, get elected ( Weekly Worker 
January 29). 

If anything, the unease of NC mem¬ 
bers increased during the next session 
on the SWP’s printshop and publica¬ 
tions. It was opened by Chris Bambery. 
Of course, it is now common knowledge 
that the SWP leadership has taken the 
decision to sell the organisation’s print 
ftnn, East End Offset. This is driven by a 
huge financial crisis. Certainly, the SWP 
has been overstretched over the past 
few years, having to help finance politi¬ 
cal initiatives such as the Stop the War 
Coalition without any pay-off in tenus 
of a noticeable influx of new members. 
But it was Respect that really did it for 
the SWP financially. Debts first spiralled 
upwards and then sky-rocketed. 

Characteristically, however, Bambeiy 
presented the decision to sell off this 
precious asset as a purely positive de¬ 
velopment. He referred to Gramsci’s no¬ 
tion of a hierarchy of arguments, arguing 
that the party must have a correspond¬ 
ing hierarchy of publications to engage 
with popular consciousness. On the 
bottom rung, there was Socialist Worker 
- “modelled on the Daily Mirror”. A 
soon-to-be revamped Socialist Review 
comes next, modelled on the New Inter¬ 
nationalist. Lastly, International So¬ 
cialism packed the powerful theoretical 
punch. 

So, given tire importance of SWP pub¬ 
lications, and the flexibility provided by 
having its own printing capacity, why the 
decision to sell up? Comrade Bambery 
argued that the equipment - originally 
bought in 1973 - was no longer competi¬ 
tive. In effect, the party was subsidising 
poor-quality printing. It had therefore 
been decided to sell the business, equip¬ 
ment and building (the value of the prop¬ 
erty has apparently gone up because of 
London’s Olympic bid) and use the pro¬ 
ceeds to relocate more centrally. He was 
at pains to stress that the organisation 
would still have the capacity to under¬ 
take emergency printing in the event of 
“a disaster or a terrorist attack”. How¬ 
ever, the changes must be forced 
through. The next issue of Socialist 
Review would be printed elsewhere - tire 
“surplus capacity” of major printshops 
meant low prices. 

Socialist Worker editor Chris Hannan 
told the meeting that East End Offset was 
ciuxently losing £35,000 per month. On 
the face of it, this seems quite a feat of 
incompetence. However, the SWP’s 
printshop has helped finance an appa¬ 
ratus out of all proportion to the real 
membership - 100 frill-timers for an or¬ 
ganisation of no more than 2,000 people 
(for all the boasting there is only a tiny 
periphery - Respect itself boasts a mere 
3,200 members). A good proportion of 
these full-timers are employed by East 
End Offset, but are actually engaged for 
at least part of the time in other areas of 
SWP work. 

A central committee letter to the 100 
NC members informing them of the plans 
to close the printshop suggested that 
there is a limited commercial market for 
newsprint not in full colour; that upgrad¬ 
ing to handle colour is simply not com¬ 
mercially viable and that the party’s 


publications have to be in frill colour to 
compete with rivals. 

A recent Party Notes - the SWP’s in¬ 
ternal bulletin - estimates the cost of an 
upgrade at £1 million. Writing on the 
Socialist Unity Network website, ex- 
SWPer Andy Newman asks why “as an 
established national print firm with 30 
years experience and national titles in its 
portfolio, a bank loan would have been 
available” (www.socialistunitynet- 
work.co.uk). So why not take one out to 
finance the upgrade? 

The June 27 NC was told that the im¬ 
pulse to get rid of the business came 
from a Respect executive meeting, where 
it was decided that printers other than 
East End Offset could produce better- 
quality materials at cheaper prices. How¬ 
ever, this essentially technical argument 
does not really wash. If the SWP leader¬ 
ship is saying that its publications have 
to be full-colour to compete (with whom? 
The Daily Mirror ? The New Interna¬ 
tionalist ?) and that commercial rivals are 
snapping business up that would nor¬ 
mally come the way of the party’s print- 
shop, why not upgrade? 

While in 2003 the company filed an ab¬ 
breviated account, a ‘guesstimate’ can 
be made for annual turnover of at least 
£2.5 million (excluding any cash trans¬ 
actions). But, with losses running at over 
£400,000 per annum, this is hardly a 
strong position from where to approach 
bankers for a loan. However, the suspi¬ 
cion must be that the SWP leadership is 
selling its print business and premises 
simply to fill the huge hole that has be¬ 
come the SWP’s overall finances. John 
Rees’s big gamble on Respect has un¬ 
doubtedly stretched the SWP to its lim¬ 
its - and far beyond. If the leadership is 
actually selling off such a vital asset in 
order to cover the debts accumulated 
through carrying Respect, the member¬ 
ship is surely entitled to a frill political 
accounting of the past period to ascer¬ 
tain why such a drastic retreat is neces¬ 
sary, despite all the promises of the 
leadership that a breakthrough was im¬ 
minent. 

Typically, the decision to wind up the 
SWP printshop appears to have been 
made with little real consultation. The 
central committee letter to the NC mem¬ 
bers essentially spun the decision as “a 
consolidation of our position” that will 
“strengthen the party and its publica¬ 
tions” - not an estimation that carries 
much conviction and considerable re¬ 
sentment now exists against what is seen 
as selling off the family silver - politically 
as well as commercially - in the rush to 
break through to the big time. Not that 
there is any coherent opposition of any 
kind. 

However there is resignation: a fonner 
worker on Socialist Worker forlornly 
concluded that “the CC has discussed 
this already and therefore it is beyond 
us really”. And this session also saw a 
call for a vote (which was not put) on 
whether to keep or close Socialist Re¬ 
view; for more contributions to the party 
press from other groups and traditions 
in tlie movement; and for a more critical 
engagement with other forces in Respect 
in an effort to lead them “away from re¬ 
formism”. 

Comrade German responded that if the 
comrades were unhappy about the print- 
shop decision, they could raise it as an 
issue at the SWP’s next conference - by 
which time the whole thing would be a 
done deal, of course. 

She added that the cost of maintaining 
the staff and the prospect of upgrading 


equipment to allow for full-colour print¬ 
ing made the whole enterprise unviable. 
At tins, the above mentioned fonner So¬ 
cialist Worker worker stonned out. Then, 
at the insistence of a delegate (and to 
German’s evident annoyance), the mo¬ 
tion to close the printshop was put to a 
vote. It was carried overwhelmingly with 
one lone abstention. 

The final session of the June 27 NC was 
on the organisation’s annual school, 
Marxism, although most of the debate 
actually focussed on Respect and loom¬ 
ing by-elections. In the push to maximise 
votes in two constituencies judged to be 
fertile ground for the coalition, the CC has 
decided that all districts would be ex¬ 
pected to supply comrades to canvass 
and that all members who held week-long 
tickets to Marxism would be expected to 
spend at least one day knocking on 
doors. There will be shuttles every day 
to Leicester and Birmingham and the 
Thursday of the school will be shortened 
to just four sessions. Friday will then be 
extended in order to encourage people 
from Birmingham and Leicester to attend. 

The meeting was told that “NC and CC 
personalities must be seen on the streets” 
of these areas and three different leaflets 
would be produced. Comrade Bambery 
reassured the committee a good vote was 
possible, given that “the Greens aren’t 
standing in either area” and the SWP had 
“the luxury” of sending “all 5,000” of 
those attending Marxism to Leicester if 
necessary. 

The comrade could not resist a pass¬ 
ing shot at “sectarians” - he named Steve 
Godward - who “only attack Respect” - 
indicating not only a morbid sensitivity 
to criticism characteristic of the man, but 
perhaps also a certain lack of confidence 
about the Respect project itself. However, 
the day’s highlight was his concluding 
comment: “We are building a left refonn- 
ist party. Yes. We are going to build a party 
that pulls these people together and it 
could look like Rifondazione ... I don’t 



Chris Harman: sell quick 


know.” Referring to tire Socialist Alliance, 
he said: “In 2002 it was the SWP and a 
couple of other Trots. Now it’s 2004 and 
we are tire minority.” 

The SWP leadership has been desper¬ 
ate to be in a revolutionary “minority” 
swamped by ‘refonnists’ for some years 
now. However it is patently still not the 
case. The SWP fonns an absolute major¬ 
ity of Respect’s paper membership and 
the overwhelming bulk of its active mem¬ 
bership. For that dubious privilege com¬ 
rades Rees, German, Hannan, Callinicos 
and Bambery have sacrificed one politi¬ 
cal principle after another to Respect’s 
largely phantom reformist wing • 
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Scabbing and London’s mayor 


We need to wrest control of the European Social Forum out of Livingstone’s hands, argues Tina Becker 



m mr mm 

Ken Livingstone: money with strings 


E verybody involved in the prepa¬ 
rations for this year’s European 
Social Forum should carefully 
and soberly ponder Ken Livingstone’s 
disgraceful statement attacking the June 
30 underground workers’ strike. Before 
the whole of the assembled media the 
mayor of London not only described the 
employers’ offer as “extremely gener¬ 
ous’’. More to the point, he went on to 
say: “Were I a member of the RMT [Rail, 
Maritime and Transport union], for the 
first time in my life I would cross a picket 
line.” A spokeswoman for Livingstone 
said afterwards that this was certainly no 
slip of the tongue and that Livingstone 
did not intend to “retract Iris words” ( The 
Guardian June 26). 

If anybody had been in any doubt 
over Ken Livingstone’s political trajec¬ 
tory and allegiance, this statement cer¬ 
tainly makes things clear. Even 
‘moderate’ trade union leaders like Uni¬ 
son’s Dave Prentis have been taken 
aback by what amounts to an open call 
for strike-breaking: “It’s outrageous and 
shameful that someone in Livingstone’s 
position, with his history and back¬ 
ground, should be telling people to scab 
on their trade union,” he said. Living¬ 
stone has certainly betrayed a basic 
socialist and working class principle. As 
RMT general secretary Bob Crow put it, 
“The 11th amendment clearly says: do 
not scab." 

Livingstone’s main adviser on trans¬ 
port issues is of course leading Socialist 
Action member Redmond O’Neill, who 
has recently been further promoted and 
now earns a whopping £111,000 per 
annum. It is through comrade O’Neill 
and his Socialist Action comrades that 
Livingstone is attempting to stitch up the 
preparations for the ESF. Presumably 
these so-called socialists are now ac¬ 
tively involved on the side of the employ¬ 
ers against London’s underground 
workers too. Of course, as Socialist Ac¬ 
tion operate in total secrecy and have not 
published anything for years, they are 
in no position to clarify their position in 
an authoritative way or even perhaps 
set the record straight. But then, any Liv¬ 
ingstone-critical political comments 
would certainly undermine their elevated 
and well-rewarded positions in the 
Greater London Authority that employs 
so many of them. 

‘Red Ken’s’ attempt to undermine the 
RMT strike shows the inherent limits of 
left Labourism and the attempt to run 
London both for Londoners and capi¬ 
talism. True, many Londoners voted for 
him became he is thought of as leftwing 
or progressive on a whole range of is¬ 
sues: not least opposition to the Iraq 
war. However, all too often Livingstone 
indulges in politically correct posturing 
in order to cover for the fact that he has 
no working class or socialist programme 
- not even the semblance of one. So he 
makes great play of his commitment to 
multiculturalism, women, anti-fascism, 
the environment, etc, by promoting mid¬ 
dle class do-gooders. 

Meanwhile he gets on with the real 
business at hand: making London work 
for big business and readying himself 
for his next move in the Labour Party. Liv¬ 
ingstone has made no secret of his high 
ambitions - he dreams of one day inhab¬ 
iting No 10 Downing Street. 

His brazen attack on tire RMT is a cal¬ 
culated move to cement his image as a 
responsible politician. The message is 
clear: if Ken can be trusted to run Lon¬ 
don, he can be trusted as a minister (and 
maybe in time as prime minister). 

Under these circumstances the ESF 
should refuse all Greater London Au¬ 


thority money. Remember - thanks to 
Tony Blair, London has a Bonapartist 
mayor who acts largely independently 
and has extremely wide powers over 
spending his budget. As in France and 
Italy, we must resist the temptation to sell 
the ESF’s soul in return for easy money. 
The risk otherwise is incorporation into 
the state. And, of course, the London 
government is effectively Livingstone’s 
state. At the end of the day it just ain’t 
worth it. Accepting GLA money not 
only allows Livingstone to set the 
agenda - his SA intennediaries have al- 


‘Red Ken’s’ 
attempt to 
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RMT strike shows 
the inherent 
limits of left 
Labourism and 
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run London both 
for Londoners 
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ready threatened to withhold funding 
unless they get their way - but totally dis¬ 
credits the whole social forum movement. 

With rotten politics there inevitably 
comes rotten organisational methods. 
And not surprisingly it has been Social¬ 
ist Action which has been primarily in¬ 
strumental in blocking all attempts to 
make the London ESF fully democratic 
and fully transparent: official minutes of 
meetings are therefore kept to a bare mini¬ 
mum and are sent out late (if at all); the 
organising committee - the highest ESF 
decision-making body in Britain - has 
been marginalised and meets only for a 
few hours every six weeks or so; report¬ 
ing meetings has been met with threats 
of exclusions; and the real decisions are 
being made through underhand deals 
and behind the backs of activists. 

In all of this, Livingstone and SA have 
unfortunately been uncritically sup¬ 
ported by comrades from the Socialist 
Workers Party who seem to be mainly 
interested in exploiting the ESF for their 
own narrow purposes - chiefly the re¬ 
cruitment of new members - and present¬ 
ing themselves as one of the ‘big political 
players’ in Europe. Needless to say, so 
far they have failed rather miserably. 

If the ESF is to be of any use at all to 
the progressive and working class 
movement across Europe, we cannot al¬ 
low it to be turned into a Livingstone- 
SWP rally. All democratic forces must 
work together to make it truly open, in¬ 
viting and free from all taint of corrup¬ 
tion, careerism and manipulation. A 
festival where the setting up of interna¬ 
tional networks is actively facilitated, 
joint European-wide campaigns are es¬ 
tablished, real debates are encouraged 
and the needs and wishes of the partici¬ 
pating groups and networks are put first 


- not those of London’s scabbing mayor. 

Show me the money 

Livingstone’s grip over the ESF comes 
in no small measure from his control over 
its finances and the GLA’s promise of 
£250,000. £40,000 has apparently already 
been spent on the ESF website (which 
is supposed to go live on July 7) and an¬ 
other five-figure sum is rumoured to have 
been paid out to insure the ESF direc¬ 
tors against financial liability if the ESF 
were to make a loss. The rest of the 
£250,000 seems earmarked for the hire of 
Alexandra Palace. 

Needless to say, none of this has been 
reported, let alone agreed, at any ESF 
meeting. The ESF directors (amongst 
them apparently Kate Hudson from the 
Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament and 
the Morning Star’s Communist Party of 
Britain) have been appointed without 
any consultation with or even notifica¬ 
tion to any official ESF body. We still only 
have rumours as to who exactly the di¬ 
rectors are. And it is Livingstone who is 
deciding how much money is to be spent 
on which ESF post - not the organisa¬ 
tions and groups involved in preparing 
for the event. 

And now the unions are following 
suit. It has been announced that “Uni¬ 
son London will release their donation 
[of £50,000] against specific require¬ 
ments rather than a one-off payment”, 
while the RMT’s donation of £1,000 will 
“assist with current expenditure require¬ 
ments” (coordinating committee official 
minutes, June 16). 

Apparently though, none of the 
above are interested in ‘releasing’ any 
money towards the wages of the six ESF 
workers that were supposed to start em¬ 
ployment at the beginning of July. Inter¬ 
views for their posts were set for June 
30 and July 1, but they have now been 
postponed indefinitely, apparently be¬ 
cause of a “funding problem”. This will 
most probably mean that the four un¬ 
elected and unaccountable “seconded 
staff’ from the SWP-SA will carry on 
staffing the office. 

If there is any problem with funding, 
all forces involved in the ESF process 
need to know about it - now. We might 
possibly have to make alternative plans 
in consultation with our European com¬ 
rades. 

No more exclusions 

Shoot the messenger! That is still how 
comrades from SA and the SWP react 
to reporting the ESF. CPGB comrades 
have once again been threatened with 
exclusion from the coordinating commit¬ 
tee for daring to publish critical infonna- 
tion. 

This small committee meets every 
Thursday morning and has been at¬ 
tended regularly by delegates from the 
CPGB/Weekly Worker. We have twice 
been excluded in the past, when finan¬ 
cial matters were being discussed. Then, 
we were accused of publishing "inaccu¬ 
racies and lies”, though our repeated re¬ 
quests to specify what was supposed 
to be wrong have been ignored. 

In fact, none of the information on ma¬ 
jor ESF questions published in the 
Weekly Worker has turned out to be “in¬ 
accurate” or a “lie” (though a friendly 
SWP comrade pointed out to me that I 
had wrongly reported that no trade un¬ 
ion representatives attended the ESF as¬ 
sembly in Istanbul - when in fact two 
SWP members present had been del¬ 
egated by their union branches). Aside 
from such minor issues, we are disliked 
and gagged by the London ESF govern¬ 
ment precisely because we have re¬ 


ported the truth and exposed the bureau¬ 
cratic stitch-ups and financial problems 
hampering the process. 

Exclusions were stopped when the in¬ 
ternational ESF assembly, meeting in 
London on March 6-7, decided that they 
were “against the spirit of the ESF”. Our 
ESF affiliation statement has been 
amended accordingly. 

However, it looks like our comrades in 
the SWP and SA are attempting to over¬ 
turn this agreement. At the June 24 meet¬ 
ing of the coordinating committee, we 
decided that the next meeting on July 1 
would hear an “open and frank report on 
finance” - the first one ever to be pre¬ 
sented to an official ESF body. Up till 
now, access to this infoimation has been 
restricted to the inner circle only. But so 
vocal have demands for the truth to be 
told that the SWP’s Chris Nineham had 
to concede and pencil the item in for the 
next meeting. 

Also, it was agreed that we should 
have an overdue and important debate 
on how the ESF finances should be or¬ 
ganised: Should there be a finance and 
fundraising sub-committee? Or should 
everything be placed in the hands of a 
professional ‘finance manager’, re¬ 
cruited from an outside agency? Need¬ 
less to say, the latter option is favoured 
by the SWP and SA government, while 
the former is part of a proposal presented 
by the opposition (which entails almost 
everybody who is not in the SWP-SA 
orbit). 

However, comrade Nineham also an¬ 
nounced that “there is no way that we 
will talk openly about finances or the 
establishment of a finance group if Tina 
is in the room”. He was backed up by 
Milena Buyum (National Assembly 
Against Racism/Socialist Action). 

He linked this demand for our exclu¬ 
sion with his “outrage” over the Weekly 
Worker having published a letter and 
subsequent report from the Italian ESF 
mobilisation committee, in which the Ital¬ 
ian comrades were highly critical about 
the process in Britain ( Weekly Worker 
June 17). 

“Both the letter and the report are 
based on total untruths,” comrade Nine¬ 
ham claimed at the meeting. “None of 
these alleged problems of exclusions or 
lack of inclusivity are happening. Some 
people in Britain have hooked up with 


the Italians to discredit the process and 
spread false rumours. These are the poli¬ 
tics of threat, which we will not accept. 
This is deliberately racking up tensions.” 

The implication was that it was the re¬ 
ports in the Weekly Worker (and possi¬ 
bly Indymedia) that sparked the highly 
critical response from our Italian com¬ 
rades - and not their own negative expe¬ 
rience of the process itself. While we are 
obviously very flattered by the implica¬ 
tion in comrade Nineham's remarks that 
the Weekly Worker dictates how Eu¬ 
rope’s most influential working class 
organisations like Rifondazione Comu- 
nista, etc, think and act, it might be just a 
little way off the mark. 

In fact, comrade Nineham’s threat un¬ 
derlines the reality of the problems men¬ 
tioned in the letter and report presented 
by our Italian comrades • 


Appeal 

This urgent appeal, sent out by 
CPGB comrades, has already been 
signed by dozens of ESF activists 
from across Europe. To add your sig¬ 
nature, please email: 

tina@jptw.freeserve.co.uk 

“I/we confirm my/our commitment 
to: 

• openness and transparency in all 
aspects of the ESF process; 

• no exclusions from any ESF com¬ 
mittee.” 


ESF diary 

European Social Forum, October 14- 
17, London (Alexandra Palace and 
Bloomsbury). 

c/o TGWU, 218 Green Lanes, Lon¬ 
don N4 2HB; www.fse-esf.org 
Every Thursday, 10am -coordinating 
committee: City Hall, Greater London 
Authority. 

Tuesday July 6, 6pm - organising 
committee; committee room 5, City 
Haft. 

Thursday July 15, 6pm - programme 
group; details to be confirmed. 
Saturday September 3 - Monday 
September 5 - European assembly, 
Brussels; details to be confirmed. 
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Shadowplay in Baghdad 

“ Shadowplay : a drama that is presented by casting shadows of puppets or actors against some kind of screen” 



Allawi: ex-Ba’athist 


O n Monday June 28 the imperial¬ 
ist occupiers of Iraq ‘transferred 
sovereignty’ to an appointed 
puppet ‘interim government’, and Rich¬ 
ard Bremer scurried out of Baghdad. The 
event has been accompanied by major 
spin in the mainstream media about the 
possibility of the ‘new government’ 
operating autonomously from the occu¬ 
piers and finding an ‘Iraqi way forward’. 
However, the real relation of forces was 
shown by the fact that the ‘handover’ 
was brought forward by two days in 
order to wrong-foot the anticipated mili¬ 
tary response of the various anti-occu¬ 
pation guerrillas and militias. 

Bush and Blair can have no real hope 
of the ‘interim government’ succeeding 
in its appointed task. Their hope must 
be, rather, that the ‘transfer of sovereign¬ 
ty’ will at least allow them to defuse Iraq 
as an issue in US and British politics for 
long enough to allow Bush to be re-elect¬ 
ed. At best - and it is not a very likely 
‘best’ - enough ‘progress’ will be made 
for major US and British troop reductions 
to take place without their appearing to 
have been driven out by the guerrillas. 
If Iraq subsequently descends into ‘ Af- 
ghanistanisation’ and warlordism, the 
result could be kept out of the headlines 
of the American and British media. 

The ‘handover’ does nonetheless 
possibly signal changes in the relation 
of forces both in the imperialist camp and 
in Iraqi politics. 

The imperialists 

Commentators sympathetic to the ‘real¬ 
ist’ camp in the imperialist state appara¬ 
tuses have been crowing over the 
‘handover’. At last we’re doing what we 
should have done after Baghdad fell, 
they say. There is a significant, if narrow, 
shift represented by the replacement of 
Bremer Pasha by the old-time ‘central 
America hand’, backer of dictators and 
Nicaraguan Contras, Negroponte. The 
next period will thus test the policy of the 
‘realists’, as the last has tested that of 
the ‘neo-conservatives’. Its success will 
depend on the effect of the ‘interim gov¬ 
ernment’. 

But the policy of the realists is no more 
in the interests of the Iraqi people than 
that of the ‘neocons’. The realists are no 
more willing than the neocons to aban¬ 
don free-market fundamentalism, or to 
give up the privileges the Coalition Pro¬ 
visional Authority (CPA) has handed 
out to US corporations, so as to enable 
real Iraqi reconstruction. ‘Realism’ con¬ 
sists, in the last analysis, of the idea that 
the US should be willing to support and 
work with authoritarian states where this 
is the best way to defend US interests. 
In relation to Iraq, the policy of the ‘real¬ 
ists’ centres on the idea that what is 
needed is an authoritarian state - 
whether this is to be a revival of 
Ba’athism or an Iranian-inspired shia 
regime. 

The ‘interim 
government’ 

In general, the ‘interim government’ (IG) 
is clearly descended from the previous 
puppet formation, the Iraqi Governing 
Council (IGC). There is a major overlap 
of personnel. Like the IGC, it has a ‘grand 
coalition’ character, the 35 ministers rep¬ 
resenting a wide range of organised 
groups; it is very unclear what forces 
most of these groups, other than the 
Kurdish parties, represent on the 
ground. 

The new ‘prime minister’ is Iyad 
Allawi. Allawi is of shia family back¬ 
ground, but it must be far more impor¬ 
tant that he was a long-time Ba’athist, 
an activist of the party before it seized 
power, who went into exile in the 1970s 


and became a significant CIA and MI6 
‘asset’; his party, the Iraqi National Ac¬ 
cord, is predominantly composed of ex- 
Ba’athists. Allawi published an article in 
the London Independent on Sunday, 
which, in a highly coded way, indicated 
that his goal is the restoration of some¬ 
thing like the Ba’ath regime: he will urge 
an amnesty for “those Iraqis who have 
acted against the occupation out of a 
sense of desperation”, while “the hon¬ 
our of decent Iraqi ex-officials, including 
military and police, should be restored”. 
Any commitments on political democ¬ 
racy are highly qualified by nationalism: 
“Iraq, like all nations, has a unique cul¬ 
tural and historical national context, with 
its own customs and values. As such, 
the democratic system in Iraq will not 
and should not be a replica of an imported 
model...” (June 27). 

Since the defence and interior minis¬ 
ters are also ex-Ba’athists, it may well be 
that Allawi and others of this ilk in the 
new IG represent a real project of recre¬ 
ating the state the occupiers tore down 
in April-May 2003. Some of the imperial¬ 
ist ‘realists’ would certainly like to see 
such a project come to fruition. 

Allawi’s Independent article lays out 
four tasks for the IG: (1) establishing 
security, through the “national reconcili¬ 
ation effort” and building up a state army 
and police; (2) economic reconstruction 
and overcoming unemployment; (3) 
building an independent judiciary, with 
a particular emphasis on anti-corruption 
measures; and (4) “continuing and ac¬ 
celerating the political process and march 
towards democracy”. It seems most 
unlikely that any of these will succeed. 

In the first place, Bremer’s parting gifts 
to tire Iraqis were legal immunity for the 
US private contractors already in place 
in Iraq and a $20 billion black hole in the 
CPA’s accounts. Under the ‘new order’ 
the Americans will continue to control 
the reconstruction funds and their dis¬ 
bursement. The corrupt and kleptocratic 
legacy of the CPA will therefore block 
any prospect of judicial control of cor¬ 
ruption: what is legitimate for the Ameri¬ 
cans can hardly be illegitimate for their 
Iraqi puppets. For the same reasons - the 
stranglehold of American contractors 
appointed by the corrupt Bush admin¬ 
istration, and US control of the recon¬ 
struction funds - there is no real 
prospect of economic reconstruction 
and overcoming unemployment. 

Secondly, there is no likelihood that 
the “national reconciliation effort” - ie, 
re-Ba’athification - will allow the IG to 
“establish security”: ie, overcome the 
spreading condition of anarchy and the 
warlordism of militia groups. Re- 
Ba’athification has started in Fallujah: 
Ghaith Abdul-Ahad’s article on the re¬ 
sistance in The Guardian comments 
that “Fallujah is now like a dejd vu from 
the good old times of Saddam; there are 
so many fonner Iraqi military in khaki 
uniforms, big moustaches and bellies 
that 1 am scared that someone will come 
up and ask me for my military ID card.” 
Nonetheless, “The city is now like a 
loose federation of sunni mosques and 
mujahedin-run fiefdoms” (June 25 - 
Abdul-Ahad's account on this issue is 
corroborated by other reports). 

The underlying problem is that it is 
one thing to keep a state regime going, 
although it has suffered a massive loss 
of legitimacy (the Ba’ath regime after the 
1980s); it is another thing to reconstruct 
this regime in a civil war against armed 
enemies (the mosque-led and other mili¬ 
tias) after the state structures have col¬ 
lapsed and the army and police ranks 
have dissolved. The IG would need to 
offer recruits to its anned forces ideas and 
values strong enough for people to be 
willing to kill and die for. Tire Ba’athist 


good old days may be an object of nos¬ 
talgia to Iraq’s middle class, especially 
the ‘westernised’ professionals. But it is 
broad masses of the Iraqi workers and 
unemployed, fanners and herders who 
will have to fonn tire rank and file of tire 
anned forces of a new regime. 

The restoration of Ba’athism - except 
as an ideology of nationalist resistance 
to the imperialist occupiers - seems un¬ 
likely to inspire militant and heroic sup¬ 
port among these masses. It is certainly 
extremely unlikely that a dilute form of 
Ba’athism will inspire support for a coa¬ 
lition ‘government’ which was put in 
place by the imperialist occupiers and 
has no power other than ‘consultation’ 
over their continuing military operations. 
No doubt the IG will succeed in recruit¬ 
ing soldiers and policemen: they will, 
after all, get paid. But, as in Fallujah, they 
will be highly unreliable in combating 
competing Iraqi military forces and, in 
the result, will at most preside over the 
developing warlordism of the militias. 

After taking out security, recon¬ 
struction and employment, and an 
honest judicial system and the fight 
against corruption, the chances of the 
“march towards democracy” look 
pretty thin. 

The armed resistance 

One question posed by the ‘transfer of 
sovereignty’ is to what extent this pup¬ 
pet-show will affect the military resist¬ 
ance to the US-led occupation. 

The imperialist coalition has faced 
quite a sophisticated guerrilla resistance 
from day one of the occupation. The 
guerrillas combined direct attacks on - 
primarily US - military targets, with at¬ 
tacks on the puppet security forces and 
collaborator political leaders, which in 
turn spilled over into general terrorism 
(eg, against shia targets). The imperial¬ 
ists characterise the guerrillas in public 
as “remnants of the Saddam regime” and 
“foreign fighters”. This characterisation 
has been ridiculed, but behind it are two 
important truths. 

The first is that the personalisation of 
the old Iraqi regime as the “Saddam re¬ 
gime” was grossly erroneous. Saddam 
was in truth a tyrant, but the regime was 
Ba ’athist. ie, built round an Arab nation¬ 
alist party. For all its tyranny and conup- 
tion, this party had real roots, and it is 
these roots which were reflected in the 
ability of guerrillas to continue the strug¬ 
gle against imperialist invasion after it 
had apparently ‘won’. 

The second was that Iraq is an Arab 
country and pan-Arabism - of which 
Ba’athism is a variant - reflects the un¬ 
derlying artificiality of the borders im¬ 
posed by the imperialists in the 
aftermath of World War I. Arab “foreign 
fighters” are thus much less “foreign” 
than the occupying troops. Just as 
“North Vietnamese infiltrators” in Viet¬ 
nam were indistinguishable to US 
troops from “South Vietnamese civil¬ 
ians”, the “foreign fighters” (however 
many or few they are) in Iraq are to Brit¬ 
ish and American troops indistinguish¬ 
able from Iraqis. 

The Americans expected that the 
“remnants” and “foreign fighters” could 
be surgically “taken out”, after which 
they could win the “hearts and minds” 
of ordinary Iraqis. But the hidden truth 
within the characterisations of “rem¬ 
nants” and “foreign fighters” was pre¬ 
cisely why they should have expected 
no such thing: there were deep political 
bases for the guerrillas. 

As a result, the quality of coalition 
intelligence on the guen'illas was seri¬ 
ously poor. This led to blunderbuss at¬ 
tacks by the Americans, which 
produced further support for the guer¬ 
rillas and undermined ‘home support’ for 


the war in the US and its allies. The use 
of torture on Iraqi detainees predictably 
had the same effect without improving 
the quality of intelligence. 

The low point of the US attempt to de¬ 
feat the guerrillas by military force was 
the siege of Fallujah in March-April 
2004. The US army was simply not pre¬ 
pared to accept the level of casualties 
involved in taking the town by street- 
fighting, resorting instead to more or less 
indiscriminate bombardment. In the end 
the US backed off to the policy of re- 
Ba’athification. This has ended the open 
warfare in Fallujah, but by no means 
ended the guerrilla operations: a particu¬ 
larly bloody series of car-bombings of 
police stations killed upwards of 100 
people on June 24. 

The IG and a possible re-Ba’ athification 
policy thus seems unlikely to achieve the 
effect of eliminating or seriously reduc¬ 
ing the guerrilla attacks from this quar¬ 
ter. The fundamental fact remains that 
Iraq is occupied by the troops of an in¬ 
vading imperialist enemy, and the IG, far 
from getting rid of these troops, is com¬ 
mitted to their remaining. If anything, the 
effect of associating Ba’athist ideas with 
the puppet IG seems likely to be to 
weaken Ba’athism as an ideology of re¬ 
sistance, leading to a strengthened role 
for Wahhabi islamism. 

In the first phase of the occupation, 
the level of guerrilla operations was 
much lower in the (predominantly shia) 
south of the country than in the centre. 
The shia leaderships expected the occu¬ 
piers, though elections, to deliver major¬ 
ity rule for them, and therefore deliver a 
sort of friendly neutrality. The situation 
appeared to explode in March 2004 when 
the occupiers banned Moqtasa Sadr’s 
newspaper and attempted to execute an 
arrest warrant against him. Sadr’s Mahdi 
Anny militia launched insurrections in a 
series of cities in south central Iraq. They 
ousted the puppet police without diffi¬ 
culty, but prompted rival shia militia 
groups to intervene to protect their own 
interests. The Mahdi Army proved much 
less militarily effective against the impe¬ 
rialist troops than the guerrillas operat¬ 
ing in central Iraq, and they have been 
ousted from some cities. 

Sadr on June 21 called a ceasefire and 
for the withdrawal of the Mahdi Army 
from Najaf. On June 25 he denounced 


the previous day’s car-bombings, and 
called a ceasefire in his stronghold of 
‘Sadr City’ in Baghdad, the last location 
where the Mahdi Anny was still fight¬ 
ing. The occupiers have not formally 
withdrawn the arrest threat against him, 
but some informal deal has plainly been 
reached which for now brings to an end 
the ‘Sadr insurrection’. However, if the 
re-Ba’athification policy foreshadowed 
by Allawi becomes real, the IG will put 
itself on a collision course not just with 
Sadr, but with much more powerful shia 
trends and militias, and with then Iranian 
backers. 

Tasks in Britain 

It is clear already that tire ‘handover’ will 
be accompanied by a major and ongo¬ 
ing media offensive in favour of the IG. 
With the temporary withdrawal of the 
Sadi' movement from the military strug¬ 
gle and the ‘pacification’ of Fallujah, it is 
by no means guaranteed that British 
opponents of the war will be given the 
same ‘spectacular’ instances of Iraqi re¬ 
sistance to the occupiers to use in sup¬ 
port of the demand for the withdrawal of 
troops. 

The fundamentals, however, remain 
the same. The presence of imperialist 
occupying troops in Iraq, and the policy 
of the occupiers, prevents Iraqi recon¬ 
struction. The imperialists promote di- 
vide-and-rule communalism (and a UN 
‘peacekeeping force’, on past experi¬ 
ence, would do so just as much). It is a 
basic task of the British workers’ move¬ 
ment to fight for the immediate and un¬ 
conditional withdrawal of British 
troops from Iraq, and for an end to any 
form of British support for the US-led 
occupation. We should also be fighting 
for the cancellation of the Iraqi debt to 
the imperialists. 

At the same time, both re-Ba’athification 
and ‘islamic revolution’ would create in 
Iraq only different forms of neo-coloni¬ 
alism both of which the imperialist ‘real¬ 
ists’ could support. The only real 
positive future for Iraq lies through 
strengthening the Iraqi workers’ move¬ 
ment, and it is a fundamental task of tire 
British left to build solidarity with this 
movement, irrespective of differences 
over the political lines of the organised 
Iraqi left# 

Mike Macnair 
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The programmes of ‘official communism’ were designed to serve those in the 
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Debating the 
issues 


Last weekend saw the second annual Communist University 
Wales. Held in Cardiff, it offered an opportunity for left activists 
to discuss issues affecting both the Welsh and international left. 
Ben Lewis reports 


I t was refreshing to see comrades 
from the Alliance for Workers’ Lib¬ 
erty, along with some of the Plaid 
Cymru left and a few independent social¬ 
ists, at the CU Wales. Nevertheless the 
absence of what is still quite a numer¬ 
ous, although extremely fragmented, left 
in Wales says a lot about the situation 
we find ourselves in. 

Comrade Houzan Mahmood of the 
Worker-communist Party of Iraq opened 
the first session by giving a unique 
analysis of the situation in Iraq, the forces 
operating within it, and the ongoing 
struggle of the Iraqi people. Branding 
this week’s so-called ‘handover of 
power’ as nothing but a sham, she said 
that her party’s declaration was some¬ 
thing communists should support be¬ 
cause it opposed the puppet regime and 
also distanced itself from political islam, 
which denied the workers’ movement 
even the “tiniest of freedoms”. 

From this, the debate naturally led on 
to the relationship between genuinely 
progressive and secular forces and 
those forces who, comrade Mahmood 
argued, are exploiting the occupation of 
Iraq for their own interests. Cameron 
Richards of the CPGB argued that this 
relationship was something not only 
relevant to the situation in Iraq. It is rel¬ 
evant to Respect and electoral alliances 
with forces such as the Muslim Asso¬ 
ciation of Britain - which is quite open 
about its links to the Muslim Brother¬ 
hood. Comrades Richards and Mah¬ 
mood both agreed that the left should 
leam the lessons of Iran. 

CPGB national organiser Mark F ischer 
said that in certain cases it is tactically 
beneficial to unite with such forces 
around certain issues - the occupation 
of one’s country being a rather signifi¬ 
cant example. Many comrades agreed 
that there is a so-called ‘third camp’ - 
neither backing the imperialist occupa¬ 
tion nor blindly supporting the resist¬ 
ance, irrespective of the nature of the 
forces leading it. Comrade Mahmood 
pointed out that the western left has a 


rather frustrating tendency to do just this. 
In response to comrade Fischer’s argu¬ 
ment that the AWL supports the first 
camp, seeing the occupation as the 
lesser evil, comrade Rob of the AWL 
replied that to call for a withdrawal of the 
troops is “unrealistic” - it would hand 
over power to political islam, which 
would crush the workers’ movement just 
as it did in Iran in 1979. 

Mike Macnair, however, argued that 


Many comrades 
agreed that there 
is a so-called 
'third camp’ - 
neither backing 
the imperialist 
occupation nor 
blindly 

supporting the 
resistance, 
irrespective of 
the nature of the 
forces leading it. 


this missed the point. He said that a fea¬ 
ture of imperialism since World War II 
had been to destroy the infrastructure 
of countries where it intervened, leaving 
in its wake warlordism - Afghanistan and 
Iraq being the most recent examples. 
Now, the US administration is looking for 
an exit strategy, which involves political 
wheeling and dealing with forces like shia 
leaders and so forth, effectively mean¬ 
ing that they would hand over power to 
the islamists anyway. This follows on 


from British imperialism’s strategy of di¬ 
vide and rule and creates rival corninu- 
nalist movements which are far from 
progressive. 

The afternoon session saw Mark 
Fischer and Cameron Richards, a sup¬ 
porter of the CPGB’s Red Platform, de¬ 
bate ‘After Respect: what are the 
lessons?’ Comrade Fischer argued there 
was no need to dress up tire SWP’s shift 
to the right - it was a sect that has been 
inspired by the two million people march¬ 
ing in London against the war on Feb¬ 
ruary 15 2003; but frustrated that it had 
failed to get the slightest boost in num¬ 
bers to show for it. The response from 
the SWP was to ditch the Socialist Alli¬ 
ance and veer off sharply to the right. 
Nevertheless, while this was far from 
welcome, the fact of the matter is that 
Respect has been created and has gath¬ 
ered together slightly bigger forces - and 
as a site for struggle that at least was 
positive. Our Red Platfonn was certainly 
sectarian and misguided in its approach, 
said comrade Fischer. The conditions it 
chose to place on Respect candidates 
were artificial, in that they did not apply 
to other left candidates, and reflected 
both political immaturity and impatience 
with the SWP’s shift to the right. 

Comrade Richards insisted that his 
stance is not determined by George Gal¬ 
loway, but rather the way in which the 
SWP, with the CPGB following them, had 
given up on the third campism of the 
International Socialist/Cliffite tradition 
which once held to the slogan, ‘Neither 
Moscow nor Washington, but interna¬ 
tional socialism’. 

The Red Platform’s identification of 
MAB Respect candidates as unsup- 
portable under any conditions was not 
- as some in the SWP, and even in the 
CPGB, have suggested - due to islamo- 
phobia. Rather it is based on the same 
reasoning that last year led Jack Conrad 
to ague that political principles should 
not be abrogated in working with such 
forces as the MAB. Furthermore, com¬ 
rade Richards argued, the programme of 
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In this book of essays Jack 
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view the European Union and the 
single currency with trepidation. 
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engaging with the so-called muslim commu¬ 
nity was not only demeaning. It further alien¬ 
ated the white working class, who are 
increasingly drawn to voting for the BNP al¬ 
ready. Rather we should seek to unite all of 
the working class along socialist lines. 

This was arguably the most controversial 
debate of the weekend, with disagreements 
over the political nature of the MAB, the way 
in which communists should overcome reli¬ 
gious ideas and prejudices, and also what the 
relationship between the workers’ movement 
and the church/mosque should be. 

The evening session on Saturday was 
given over to the European Social Forum. The 
CPGB’s Tina Becker was of the opinion that, 
although the ESF was an excellent initiative 
in tenns of bringing together the left across 
Europe, as presently organised it offered no 
real solutions. The danger was that it could 
simply become an annual jamboree for char- 
ity-mongering NGOs, left-posing careerists 
and the various sects. In Britain building lo¬ 
cal social forums had been practically ignored 
simply due to the fact that the SWP, the main 
left force, was not interested. Instead it has 
promoted its now almost defunct front, Glo¬ 
balise Resistance. Yet, where tire left was pur¬ 
suing a non-sectarian agenda, the social 
forum movement tends to be strong. This has 
created a wide political space within which tire 
left can operate and find a degree of real so¬ 
cial purchase - such as in Italy with Rifondazi- 
one Comunista. 

The final day was dedicated to politics 
within Wales, covering the language and 
culture of the Welsh people. There was also 
debate around whether or not Welsh inde¬ 
pendence would bring forward socialist 
change in Britain. In these discussion the 
presence of Plaid Cymru left thinkers Alun Cox 
and Leanne Wood was very much welcome, 
of course. 

Comrade Cox outlined the decline in the 
Welsh language since the rise of the indus¬ 
trial revolution. He argued that as socialists it 
was our duty to defend the Welsh language, 
just like all minority languages. We should 
uphold the rights of all to be educated in one’s 
own mother tongue and the right to receive 
state material, etc, in that language. 

Comrade Bob Davies agreed that it is not 
possible to be a communist without defend¬ 
ing the right of Welsh-speaking people to use 
and fully develop their language. He also 
highlighted how back in the days of primitive 
capitalist accumulation the best jobs went to 
English speakers. Hence the relative decline 
of Welsh to this very day. Nevertheless, the 
recent renaissance in the Welsh language is 
indicative that defending it has proved suc¬ 
cessful. 

Mark Fischer argued against narrow nation¬ 
alism. It was good to create the conditions 
where tire Welsh language could flourish, but 
what was key was creating the political con¬ 
ditions where people voluntarily merged on 
the basis of the highest possible culture. Al¬ 
though the world was moving towards one 
culture under the impulse of capitalism and 
its fake icons celebrities, he nevertheless 
thought that it was positive that some kind of 
common culture was emerging. Communism 
would surely be build on this objective real¬ 
ity: it would see the light of day only when 
the whole of humanity has voluntarily merged 
to such an extent that it speaks one language. 

The final debate of the weekend was de¬ 
voted to the rise of socialist nationalism within 
the United Kingdom left. Leanne Woods put 
forward the argument that it was more likely 
that Welsh workers would achieve socialism 
through independence, since Wales, she said, 
has a much more leftwing tradition than Brit¬ 
ain as a whole. Far from tire stifling atmosphere 
of London, the democratic aspirations of the 
population could be met far more quickly. 

Bob Davies argued that it was unnecessary 
to call for independence. It was also unviable. 
Put into practice, a three-million-strong Welsh 
socialist state would either be a social demo¬ 
cratic version of Ireland or a horrendous re¬ 
run of Enver Hoxha’s Albania. Socialism is 
international or it is anti-socialism. 

Leanne Woods argued that it was neces¬ 
sary to split Wales from the British state. Time 
and time again all attempts to unite the UK 
left have failed. Comrade Woods’s observa¬ 
tion, is of course, not without foundation. But 
like the struggle for socialism we should ex¬ 
pect failure after failure ... that is, until we 
succeed • 

Ben Lewis 


Summer Offensive 


Pick 


up 

tempo 


A good week behind 
us for the Summer 
Offensive, the 
Communist Party’s 
fundraising campaign. We 
have seen our total jump 
by £4,000 to £10,459. This 
is about right for this 
stage of the two-month 
SO, as the pace always 
increases in the second 
half - but comrades now 
have to pick up the tempo 
if we are to reach our £3 Ok 
target. 

Particular thanks to 
comrade JS for his new 
standing order for £10 per 
month; to DI for his £120 
combined donation/book 
order and to comrade JH 
in Australia for his £35 via 
our website donation 
button (he was one of 
7,776 visitors to our 
website over the last 
week). Congratulations, 
comrade: yours is the first 
contribution to this year’s 
campaign from the 
southern hemisphere! 

And despite the 
‘robust’ nature of some of 
the debate at this year’s 
Communist University 
Wales over the weekend 
of June 26-27, it was good 
to see that Plaid Cymru’s 
Leanne Wood (Welsh 
assembly member for 
South Wales Central) and 
Alun Cox of tire PC 
national executive both 
sponsored comrade BL’s 
marathon rowing session 
in aid of his SO target - to 
the tune of £10 and £5 
respectively. 

Along with badge sales 
and printshop work, 
donations like these have 
pushed the total forward 
dramatically over the past 
seven days. But in the 
coming week, there will be 
the chance for comrades 
to more closely link their 
fundraising with forth¬ 
coming Party activities - 
remember, every ticket 
sold or donation won to 
support subsidised places 
for low-income comrades 
will count to your 
individual target for 2004. 
£5,000 needed in the 
coming week, comrades! 

Comrade SM provides 
us with an example of 
what can be done. She 
has organised a pub quiz 
(questions not just on the 
usual trivia, but on 
working class history too) 
along with her branch of 
the Scottish Socialist 
Party. The proceeds will 
be split 50-50 between the 
Summer Offensive and the 
SSP* 

Ian Mahoney 


What we 
fight for 

Our central aim is the organisation of communists, revolu¬ 
tionary socialists, anti-capitalists and all politically advanced 
workers into a Communist Party. Without organisation the 
working class is nothing; with the highest form of organisa¬ 
tion it is everything. 

■ The Provisional Central Committee organises members 
of the Communist Party, but there exists no real Communist 
Party today. There are many so-called ‘parties’ on the left. 
In reality they are confessional sects. Members who disa¬ 
gree with the prescribed Tine’ are expected to gag them¬ 
selves in public. Either that or face expulsion. 

Communists operate according to the principles of demo¬ 
cratic centralism. Through ongoing debate we seek to 
achieve unity in action and a common world outlook. As 
long as they support agreed actions, members have the 
right to speak openly and form temporary or permanent 
factions. 

Communists oppose the US-UK war on and occupation of 
Iraq and stand against all imperialist wars but constantly 
strive to bring to the fore the fundamental question - ending 
war is bound up with ending capitalism. 

■ Communists are internationalists. Everywhere we strive 
for the closest unity and agreement of working class and 
progressive parties of all countries. We oppose every mani¬ 
festation of national sectionalism. It is an internationalist 
duty to uphold the principle, ‘One state, one party’. To the 
extent that the European Union becomes a state then that 
necessitates EU-wide trade unions and a Communist Party 
oftheEU. 

■ The working class must be organised globally. Without a 
global Communist Party, a Communist International, the 
struggle against capital is weakened and lacks coordina¬ 
tion. 

Communists have no interest apart from the working class 
as a whole. They differ only in recognising the importance 
of Marxism as a guide to practice. That theory is no dogma, 
but must be constantly added to and enriched. 

■ Capitalism in its ceaseless search for profit puts the fu¬ 
ture of humanity at risk. Capitalism is synonymous with war, 
pollution, exploitation and crisis. As a global system capital¬ 
ism can only be superseded globally. All forms of national¬ 
ist socialism are reactionary and anti-working class. 

■ The capitalist class will never willingly allow their wealth 
and power to be taken away by a parliamentary vote. They 
will resist using every means at their disposal. Communists 
favour using parliament and winning the biggest possible 
working class representation. But workers must be readied 
to make revolution - peacefully if we can, forcibly if we 
must 

■ Communists fight for extreme democracy in all spheres 
of society. Democracy must be given a social content. 

■ We will use the most militant methods objective circum¬ 
stances allow to achieve a federal republic of England, 
Scotland and Wales, a united, federal Ireland and a United 
States of Europe. 

■ Communists favour industrial unions. Bureaucracy and 
class compromise must be fought and the trade unions trans¬ 
formed into schools for communism. 

■ Communists are champions of the oppressed. Women’s 
oppression, combating racism and chauvinism, and the strug¬ 
gle for peace and ecological sustainability are just as much 
working class questions as pay, trade union rights and de¬ 
mands for high-quality health, housing and education. 

Socialism represents victory in the battle for democracy. 
It is the rule of the working class. Socialism is either demo¬ 
cratic or, as with Stalin’s Soviet Union, it turns into its oppo¬ 
site. 

Socialism is the first stage of the worldwide transition to 
communism - a system which knows neither wars, exploita¬ 
tion, money, classes, states nor nations. Communism is gen¬ 
eral freedom and the real beginning of human history. 
■All who accept these principles are urged to join the Com¬ 
munist Party. 
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Respect 
candidate looks 
forward to a 
wealthy life as 
an MP 


Give me four times more 



Yvonne Ridley (left) has been adopted as Respect candidate for the 
July 15 Leicester South by-election. She spoke to Peter Manson 


hat was it that attracted 
you to Respect? 

I was very active in the anti¬ 
war movement and quite an active mem¬ 
ber of the Labour Party as well. I began 
to realise, especially after the ‘two mil¬ 
lion’ march, that not only did I not have 
a voice as an individual, but I didn’t have 
a voice as a member of the Labour Party 
either. I became increasingly disillu¬ 
sioned. 

In fact I said to George Galloway, 
‘We’ve got a huge movement here - why 
can’t we turn it into a political one?’ Of 
course I had no idea at the tune that this 
was what was going to happen. So it 
seemed a natural progression and when 
Respect was fonned I was delighted to 
be a part of it. 

What for you are the best parts of 
Respect’s platform? 

What I really love about Respect is the 
fact that its membership truly reflects the 
diversity that there is in Britain. We’ve 
got all sorts of faiths, all sorts of cultures, 
all sorts of classes - professionals, em¬ 
ployers: it’s a kaleidoscope of Britain 
today. We have brought together peo¬ 
ple who ordinarily would have crossed 
each other on the street without a sec¬ 
ond look, yet now they are integrating 
and mixing. We are the only party that’s 
really doing this. 

What about the platform itself, 


which is unmistakably leftwing, isn’t 
it? 

There are many components of it - we’re 
not just a one-issue party. Yes, we are to 
the left. We’re the only party, I think, 
that’s to the left at the moment. Labour 
has stolen Tory policies and the Tories 
have been forced further to the right. The 
Lib Dems are masquerading as centre- 
left, when in fact they’re centre-right. So 
naturally there is this huge void, this 
huge vacuum, and we are filling it, and 
that includes all aspects of the left. 

Your conversion to islam occurred r 

after your detention by the Taliban. I 
What was the connection between 
the two events? 

You know, the Taliban have taken so | 
much credit for this. But the truth is, I had ■ 
given them an undertaking. I said, ‘Look, 
if you release me, I promise I will study I 
islam and read the Koran. ’ In truth 1 1 
would have done anything and said ■ 
anything to get out of that situation. But * 
when I got home and reflected on what | 
had happened, I realised that I had been I 
covering the Middle East as a journalist _ 
on and off for 20 years and it is outra- * 
geous that I knew very little about islam. | 
So the whole experience did prompt me ■ 
to read the Koran as an academic exer- " 
cise - and there was the element that 1 1 
had given my word. 

What started out as an academic ex- ^ 


ercise rapidly turned into a spiritual jour¬ 
ney for me. Since 9/11 many people who 
had never picked up the Koran before 
started reading it and that’s why in Brit¬ 
ain alone there have been more than 
14,000 converts to islam, because they 
have been impressed with what they’ve 
read. But islam is not just a religion - it’s 
very much a way of life and a code for 
living. 

But that belief led the Taliban to 
build up a whole repressive system 
of legislation around the muslim 
‘way of life’. 

You could look at Saudi Arabia, which 
is indeed a repressive regime, but what 
they are doing is not islamic. When I was 
held in Afghanistan, they treated me 
with great courtesy and respect, but I am 
not a supporter of the Taliban! Mind 
you, when I look at what’s happened in 
Guantanamo Bay and Abu Ghraib, I am 
eternally grateful I was captured by the 
Taliban and not the Americans. 

Your conversion to islam has been 
well publicised, but have you 
undergone a parallel evolution to 
the left? 

My politics haven’t changed, but the 
Labour Party did. It swung to the right 
and left me homeless. 

Would you describe yourself as a 
socialist? 

Yes, I would. I was bom into a socialist 
family. I joined a trade union as soon as 
I could do so. Quite embarrassingly, my 
uncle was Joe Mills, the former head of 
the Transport and General Workers 
Union in tire northern region and it was 
his power and influence that saw Tony 
Blair become Labour MP for Sedgefield. 
Sadly he died last year and I spoke to 
him some months before. The way Blair 
turned out was one of his eternal regrets. 

I was a member of Westminster CLP, 
but I wrote a letter saying I was resign¬ 
ing because I felt I no longer had a voice 
and that I was being continually ignored. 
The letter was ... ignored. But I’d forgot¬ 
ten all about my standing order until I 
came across it later. I cancelled it on the 
Monday and on the Wednesday I had 
a letter from Labour saying there seemed 
to have been an oversight - my subscrip¬ 


tion had been stopped! It’s amazing how 
quick they are to react when it comes to 
protecting their funds. 

So do you view Respect as a 
potential replacement for the 
Labour Party or as a pressure group 
to force Labour back to where it 
used to be? 

Respect isn’t a pressure group. It’s a 
political party. As our posters say, Re¬ 
spect is what New Labour doesn’t give 
you. I see Respect as a major contender 
that has the capacity to change the po¬ 
litical landscape of Britain. Certainly, let’s 
face it, although it didn’t produce any 
seats in the European elections, we made 
politics far more exciting and more inter¬ 
esting. We gave the voters an alterna¬ 
tive, and people who wouldn’t 
ordinarily vote started voting for the first 
tune in their life. They felt they had some¬ 
thing they could vote for, something 
they believed in. They felt they had peo¬ 
ple they could trust and, more impor¬ 
tantly, people who would listen to them. 
How do you see the role of elected 
representatives? 

One of the things I’m doing now is talk¬ 
ing to voters and listening to what they 
have to say. For instance, in Leicester 
there’s been a 10% hike in council tax, 
which has hit the people where it hurts, 
but this has not been reflected in enrich¬ 
ing their lives - there have been commu¬ 
nity cuts. Now I’m not a great 
mathematician, but this does not add up. 
If you’re taking with one hand, you 
should be giving back with tire other, but 
at the moment it all seems to be going 
one way. 

One of the tilings I believe an elected 
representative should do is listen to the 
people and try to help improve the qual¬ 
ity of their lives where they can. This is 
something I intend to do. 

But what can you do to persuade 
voters that you’re different? 
Everyone says they’re going to do 
their best to improve people’s lives. 
Well, I don’t have Labour whips intimi¬ 
dating me. I don’t have people threaten¬ 
ing me about my political ambitions or 
career, so I certainly don’t have any un¬ 
due influences coming from above. 


What I’m doing here and now is for the 
people of Leicester - there’s no other 
hidden motive. I don’t have anybody in 
Westminster saying, ‘Promise them any¬ 
thing, but you actually have to go this 
way.’ I don’t believe in that. 

Respect has no baggage, no history, 
and I think people recognise this. We’re 
just over 20 weeks old and people are 
coming in, having their say and influenc¬ 
ing tilings. These are very exciting times. 
In order to show they really were 
different, Socialist Alliance candi¬ 
dates undertook to only keep from 
their salary as an elected repre¬ 
sentative the equivalent of a skilled 
worker’s wage. What would you 
think of such a pledge? 

I’ve heard that before and what I’ve said 
when it’s suggested I take a pay cut is: 
‘Give me three or four times as much.’ 
The task of being an MP involves help¬ 
ing and listening to people, but to do the 
job properly you need a huge research 
team around you. It’s virtually impossi¬ 
ble to fulfil all the functions I believe an 
MP should fulfil on the meagre West¬ 
minster wages. This may sound strange, 
but you just have to look at some of the 
American senators, who employ 50 or 
60 people. They create jobs in research 
to find out what’s happening and keep 
them informed. 

I am certainly dismayed by some MPs 
who staff their offices with spouses or 
close relatives. Yet the role of an MP is 
very much to keep abreast of local as well 
as world events. It’s very hard to do all 
of this on your own, and as a journalist 
I know how valuable research work is 
and how it has to be done correctly. As 
long as it wasn’t abused, I would love 
to see more resources and more money 
given to MPs to enable them to have 
research facilities on hand. 

But aren’t expenses a separate 
question from an MP’s salary? 

I’m self-employed, but even when I was 
employed I regularly worked a 14-hour 
day. If I took a plumber’s wage on 14 
hours a day, I’d probably be worth a lot 
more now. I just think it’s a really silly 
question. It’s not meaningful in the con¬ 
text of what I’m doing • 
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